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Current Topics. 


Imperfect Abstracts, 


THE COMMUNICATION on this subject from an eminent con- 
veyancer—whose name, if disclosed, would command universal 
respect—which we published last week, has, we have reason to 
believe, attracted widespread attention. It may be hoped it will 
check the slovenliness with which abstracts are too often now-a- 
days prepared, and that solicitors and counsel acting for 
purchasers will in future steadfastly refuse to be satisfied with 
an imperfect abstract. We are disposed to agree with a corre- 
spondent, whose letter we print elsewhere, that never during many 
years has there been so much trouble in making good imperfect 
abstracts as at the present time. We recall a recent instance in 
our own experience, where the completion of a purchase of 
property—the title to which, if*the abstract had been properly 
prepared, would have been at once shewn td be good—was 
delayed for some time owing to the imperfection of the abstract. 
The cause of this state of things is, we fear, to be found in the 
diminution in number of the old-fashioned conveyancing clerks 
who prepared abstracts according to proper prineiples, and in 
framing them took care to consider what information was 
requisite to shew the devolution of the title. An instance of 
this may have occurred to many of our readers, who will have 
come to consider that the appearance of the name of a certain 
well-known firm of London solicitors on the back of an abstract 
is equivalent to a guarantee that the abstract is complete, and 
that no requisitions will be necessary beyond those arising on the 
title. Would that there were more instances of this kind. 


Liability for Damage in Extinguishing Fire. 
WHEN A FIRE is in progress, how far is the owner or occupier 
of adjoining property justified in damaging the offending property 
for the purpose of preventing the fire from spreading to his own 
property? Substantially, this is the question which arose in 
Cope v. Sharpe, on which, in the court below, we have previously 
commented (55 Soricitors’ JOURNAL, 833). On appeal, the 
Court of Appeal (Zimes, 20th inst.) have, by a majority 
(Buckiey and Kennepy, L.JJ., VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J., digs.), 
reversed the decision of the Divisional Court (104 L. T. 718); 
and, in effect, have justified our criticism. The defendant was the 
keeper of the lessee of the sporting rights on certain land. A 
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heath fire broke out on the land, and the plaintiff—the lessor— 
employed a party of fifty men to put out the fire. While they 
were doing so the defendant rode up, and made efforts on kis 
own account to prevent the fire spreading to the game preserves. 
For this purpose he destroyed certain parts of the heather, and the 
plaintiff sued him for damages for trespass and an injunction. In 
the county court two questions were left to the jury: (1) was the 
de‘endant’s action necessary for the protection of his master’s 
shooting rights? and (2) if not, was it reasonably necessary in 
the circumstances? It appeared that the fire was, ia fact, got 
under by the efforts of the plaintiffs men and not 
by the defendant, and the jury answered the first 
question in the negative. But they answered the second in the 
affirmative, and the judge entered judgment for the defendant. 
The Divisional Court reversed this on the ground that only the 
first question was relevant ; in other words, the defendant was 
only justified in doing acts which were necessary to check the 
fire. The Court of Appeal, however, have allowed the relevancy 
of the second question. The test, said Bucktey, L.J., is 
whether, having regard to the rights of the sporting lessee, 
there was such real and imminent danger to his property 
that he was entitled to act, and whether his acts were reason- 
ably necessary in the sense of acts which a reasonable man 
would properly do to meet a real danger. This was the test 
which had been put to the jury, and, according to their second 
answer, the defendant had satisfied it. Hence his conduct 
was justified, and he succeeds in the litigation. 


The New Bankruptcy Bill. 


THe BANKRuptTCY BILL, which has been introduced in the 
House of Lords by Lord GRANARD on behalf of the Board of 
Trade, has now been printed. Itis, in the main, founded on the 
report of the Departmental Committee on Bankruptcy Law, of 
which Mr. Murr MACKENZIE was the chairman, and which 
reported in May, 1908. The Committee made recommendations 
for changes in the law asregards(1) punishment of the bankrupt 
for misconduct, (2) discharge, (3) relation back of the trustee’s 
title, (4) after-acquired property, (5) bankruptey of married 
women, (6) covenants in marriage settlements to settle future 
property, (7) deeds of arrangement, and (8) registration of 
assiguments ot book debts. The Bill does not adopt the recom- 
mendation of the Committee that in every case the question of 
discharge should be dealt with in open court, whether the bank- 
rupt applies for discharge or not, but it deals with the other 
matters mentioned. As to misconduct, a bankrupt is to be 
criminally liable if his bankruptcy is brought on by gambling, 
or if he fails to explain the disappearance of assets; and also if, 
on a second bankruptey, he has failed to keep trading accounts 
(clauses 3 and 4). The relation back of the trustee's title has 
operated harshly in some recent cases, ¢.g., Davis v. Petrie (1906, 
2 K. B. 786), and this is to be altered (clause 10). The rule 
allowing bankrupts to deal with after-acquired property is to 
apply to real as well as to personal property, and provision is 
made with respect to proof by the old creditors, and to distri- 
bution of assets on a subsequent bankruptcy (clause 11). 
At present a married woman is only subject to bankruptcy 
if she is trading separately from her husband. The 
inequality of the sexes is to be rectified by extending her 
liability to cases where the trade is not separate (clause 12). 
Covenants in marriage settlements to settle money or after- 
acquired property will only give a claim to dividend postponed 
to other creditors (clause 13). Deeds of arrangement will be 
void unless assented to within fourteen days of registration by a 
majority in number and value of the creditors, and an official 
audit of the trustee’s account can be obtained on the application of 
one half in number and value of the creditors (clauses 25, 29), 
And a general assignment of book debts or any class thereof, 
as opposed to specific book debts, is to be void (clause 14). 
Provision is also made for the protection of sherifls’ officers seiz- 
ing goods held under a hire-purchase agreement (clause 15), and 
there are numerous changes proposed as to criminal procedure 
and other matters. The Bill contains thirty-three clauses, and 
some minor amendments of the Bankruptcy Acts are incorporated 
in the schedule, 
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Hotchpot Clauses and Interest on Advances. 


THE TERMS of the will under consideration in Re Willoughby 
(1911, 2 Ch. 581) were too special for the case to be brought 
within any of the recognized rules as to interest on advances, but 
the judgments contain a useful discussion of the principles 
affecting the calculation of interest under hotchpot clauses. The 
time for giving effect to such a clause is the period of distribu- 
tion, which will be the death of the testator, or, where he ha; 
given a life interest, the termination of such interest ; and in 
order to produce equality of benefit, interest at £4 per cent. is 
charged on advances as from the period of distribution to the 
actual date of distribution. There is no reason to charge 
interest on advances made during the life of the testator for the 
period until his death. This would mean income accruing to 
the testator himself, and by making the advance without 
reserving interest he has given up this income. Nor is there 
any reason to charge it during the life of the tenant for life. 
The income of the tenant for life is lessened by the fact of 
the advances having been made, but the interest is not 
required in order to produce equality between the residuary 
legatees. It is not till their shares fall into possession that interest 
becomes chargeable, and it is then chargeable in order that they 
shall not have an advantage by reason of the postponement of the 
actual distribution. In /te Rees (17 Ch. D. 781), where these 
principles were explained, JEsset, M.R., p>inted out that, by 
calculating the interest in this way, the children get the same 
shares as if there had been no alvances. A further case arises 
where, instead of a life interest in the whole estate, an annuity 
is given, so that, while the initial period of distribution is the 
death of the testator, the annuity fund cannot be distributed till 
the cessation of the annuity. But this is not treated as making 
two periods of distribution for the purpose of charging interest 
on advances, and interest is charged from the testator’s death: 
Re Lambert (1896, 2 Ch. 169); Re Whiteford (1903, 1 Ch. 889). 
In the eases just mentioned, interest was allowed at only £3 per 
cent.; but the former rate of £4 per cent. was restored by the 
Court of Appeal in Re Davy (1908, 1 Ch. 61). In the present 
case of Re Willoughby (supra) a testator’s children by his first and 
second marriages benefited by his marriage settlements, and his 
will contained a direction that the residue of his estate, subject 
to a provision for his widow, should be held in trust for all his 
children in such shares as should “equalize the portion of each 
child,” including the shares under the settlements. By a codicil 
an annuity of £2,000 was given to the widow in lieu of the 
provision in the will. The widow survived the testator by more 
than forty years, and, had interest been charged on advances for 
the whole of that period, these advances would have been trebled 
or more. In the view, however, of PARKER, J., and the majority 
of thé Court of Appeal (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and KENNEDY, 
L.J., BucKLEY, L.J. diss.) it was unnecessary to consider this 
possibility, since the testator had directed equality of portivns, 
not of benefits. Hence, regard had to be paid only to the equality 
of the capital sums taken by the children, and no calculation of 
interest was required. 


Mandamus under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act. 

Tue cask of Rex v. Templer, Ex parte Howarth (Times, December 
18th) reminds the practitioner ot a matter he is rather apt to 
forget, namely, that the usual method of questioning the decision 
of a county court judge, when he sits as arbitrator under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act—i.e., an appeal to the Court of 
Appeal—is not always available. Schedule II., paragraph 4, of 
the Act provides that the Arbitration Act, 1889, is not to 
apply to the Act; and it gives the direct appeal to the Court 
of Appeal, without intermediate recourse to the King’s Bench 
Division of the High Court, whenever the decision of the judge 
as arbitrator is questioned on a point of Jaw. The right of appeal 
thus given is very limited. It does not extend to questions of fact; 
and it confers on the judge no power to grant a new trial 
under sections 91 and 93 of the County Courts Act, 1888: 
Mountain v. Parr (1899, 1 Q. B. 805). He may, however, set 
aside or vary his award or order when it has been obtained by 
fraud, illegal methods, or erroneous compilation of the list of 
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dependants (Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906; Rules of 
1907; Rule 70. No such right of appeal exists when the judge 
refuses to sit as arbitrator and to exercise any of his functions 
under the Act; in such cases the aggrieved party must apply 
to the Divisional Court fora mandamus: Rex v. His Honour Judge 
Owen (1902, 1 K. B. 436). The last quoted case was decided 
under the Act of 1897, and the text-book writers have expressed 
doubts as to whether such procedure is still available under 
the somewhat different Rules of Procedure which govern the new 
Act of 1906. It bas been followed, however, by the Divisional 
Court in the case which is the subject of this note 
(Rec v. Templer, supra), and in which the judge had 
declined to bear an application for the review of an award 
under the following unusual circumstances. The applicant lost 
his right arm by an accident arising out of, and in the course of, 
his employment, so that he was entitled to compensation. In 
April, 1907, a memorandum of agreement was filed in court in 
the usual way, by which the employers agreed to pay him a sum 
equal to one half of his weekly wages, computed at the time of 
the accident. Later on, the employers reduced the sum paid, 
whereupon the workman applied for the enforcement of his 
agreement to a committee of employers and workmen, which had 
been appointed under the second schedule of the Act of 1906, to 
settle claims arising under the statute ; they made an award of 
which a memorandum was in due course filed in the county 
court. In November, 1910, circumstances arose which in the 
ordinary course entitled tbe workman to obtain a review of this 
award ; he applied for this review to the judge of the county 
court. At the hearing of this application the preliminary point 
was taken, on behalf of the employers, that the judge bad 
no jurisdiction to hear it ; the committee appointed under the 
statute had seisin of the case, and they were the proper tribunal 
toreview the award. This view was taken by the judge, and he 
refused to entertain the application. An application was there- 
upon successfully made to the Divisional Court to issue a 
mandamus to the judge, calling upon him to hear and determine 
the matter. This decision settles a vexed question which the 
Lord Chief Justice described as one of great difficulty—namely, 
the exact functions of the county court judge in those cases in 
which, under paragraphs 1 and 2 of Schedule II., his jurisdiction 
as arbitrator is ousted in favour of an elected committee. Para- 
graph 4 confers on him power to decide questions of law on a 
case stated for his opinion by the committee ; but the rules are 
silent as to any right of his to review the committee's awards, 
and the decision of the court had to turn largely on questions of 
convenience. 


Mine Owners’ Liability for Negligence. 

A BRANCH of the law of Negligence, which cannot be said to 
be settled at present on anything like a firm basis, is that which 
deals with the liability of employers when some employee of 
theirs has contravened a statutory duty imposed upon him in 
such a way as to cause injury to some fellow-employee or third 
party. In Butler v. Fife Coal Co. (Limited) (Times, December 
20th), the House of Lords had to deal with a case of this kind. 

wo workmen had lost their lives through the inhalation of 
carbon monoxide gas, which permeated the coal measures in which 
they were working ; it was found, as a fact, that the presence of 
this dangerous gas ought to have been known to the super- 
intendents of the pit, and that they ought not to have allowed 
the workmen to remain there. Now, under the Coal Mines | 
Regulation Act, 1887—an elaborate code for the working of mines 
~-there is a series of sections under which this particular omission 
on the part of the superintendents becomes a breach of 
statutory duty for which the employers are civilly liable unless 
they can shew that they have taken all reasonable means to 
Prevent the contravention of or non-compliance with the require- 
ment of the statute (section 9). Now, in David v. Britannic 
Merthyr Coal Co. (25 T. L. R. 431, and 26 T. L. R. 164), it was | 
laid down that the duty of the mine owners is to secure the | 
4ppointment of competent and efficient sabordinates to carry out | 
the various statutory duties imposed on them. If they do so, 
they escape liability ; if not, then they are responsible for the | 


And this liability exists towards their own employees as 








well as towards strangers, since common employment is 
no defence where there has been breach of a statutory 
duty: Groves v. Lord Wimborne (1898, 2 Q. B. 402). But 
here a difficulty arises, which is neatly illustrated by the 
case on which we are commenting. There was a finding of 
fact to the effect that, although the superintendents of the pit 
had heen guilty of negligence, they nevertheless were possessed 
of the qualifications and experience usually required of persons 
holding those offices. On the strength of this finding, the Court 
of Session held that the mine owners had discharged the burden 
imposed on them by statute—they had appointed properly 
qualified and experienced superintendents of the pit, and there- 
fore had taken “all reasonable means ” to prevent the contraven- 
tion of the statute. This decision, however, the House of Lords 
overruled. The ground of their judgment is not altogether 
clear, but it would seem to have turned on an inference of fact, 
drawn by them from the evidence as to the poisonous fumes in 
the mine. They took the view, on this evidence, that, in the 
words of Lord SHAW, the superintendents “did not know the 
essentials of their business ”—the fact that they possessed qualifi- 
cations and experience could not outweigh positive evidence of 
ignorance. The duty of the mine owners, therefore, is not merely 
to get men whom they have every reison to believe competent ; 
they must warrant absolutely the competence of their sup:r- 
intendents, and are liable for their negligence if such absolute 
warranty proves, through no fanlt of theirs, to have been a 
mistake. 


Payment with Notice of Act of Bankruptcy. 

Ir FoLLows from the do:trine of the relation back of the 
title of a trustee in bankruptcy, that a debtor cannot safely pay 
his creditor after he has had notice of an act of bankruptcy by 
the creditor. This was considered in Ponsford, Baker & Co. v. 
Union of London and Smith's Bank (1906, 2 Ch. 444), and the 
appropriate course was thus pointed out by Mouton, L.J., in 
delivering the judgment ‘of the Court of Appeal:—“The safe 
and, in our opinion, the right course for the court to pursue, after 
notice of an act of bankruptcy on the part of the plaintiff, is to 
direct the money recovered from the defendant to be kept in 
court until it shall be seen whether the person who is entitled to 
it is the plaintiff or the representative of his estate.” This 
assumed that the court had, in the first instance, control of the 
money, but it furnished a clue to the proper steps to be taken 
where there is no dispute as to the amount due, but the only 
question is whether the debtor can safely pay the creditor. 
He must at once, in the creditor’s action, obtain leave 
to pay the money into court, and if he does so he will 
be allowed the costs of the action and also of the applica- 
tion to pay into court. So the Court of Appeal have held in 
McCarthy v. Capital and Counties Bank (1911, 2 K. B. 1088), 
and have thus carried to its logical conclusion the reason- 
ing in Ponsford, Baker & Co.’s Case (supra). The debt in 
question was the amount to the credit of the plaintiff's current 
account at the defendant bank. The bank had notice of an act 
of bankruptcy, and refused to pay the plaintiff. On his issuing a 
writ, the bank entered an appearance, and took out a summons 
admitting the claim and asking leave to pay into court on the 
ground of notice of an act of bankruptcy. When three months 
had expired, and no bankruptcy occurred, the plaintiff obtained 
leave to sign final judgment, each party to pay their own costs, 
except that the bank were to pay the costs of the application to 
pay into court. Had this stood, the bank would have been 
mulcted in costs for following the only safe course, having regard 
to the act of bankruptcy—a course founded on the judgment of 
the Court of Appeal in Ponsford, Baker d& Co.’s Case. Accordingly 
the Court of Appeal varied this order, and threw all the costs 
on the plaintiff, whose act of bankruptcy had caused the 
trouble. 





The Residence of atForeign Corporation. 

THERE ARE at least two very different classes of cases in 
which it becomes an important question to determine whether 
or not a foreign corporation is “resident” in England. The 
first class arises where such a corporation is sought to be charged 
with income tax on profits made abroad, on the ground of resi 
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dence within the United Kingdom. The second class is concerned 
with the question as to when it can be sued in our courts 
for wrongs committed abroad. Allison v. Independent Press Cable 
Association, &c. (Limited) (Times, December 8th), is an interesting 
example of the second of these classes. An action wa: brought 
by the plaintiff against the defendant company, which is 
registered in Australia, for an alleged libel published by them 
in the Sun newspaper at Sydney. Now, of course, since the 
wrong is committed abroad, the defendant cannot be sued 
in England unless he fulfils one of two conditions. If he is, 
at the time of service of the writ, actually in England, the court 
has jurisdiction, nc matter where the cause of action arose, 
provided it is an action in personam (Dicey’s Conflict of Laws, 
Rule 45). For this purpose an action in personam means one 
which is neither an action in rem, nor a probate action, nor an 
administration action. But if the defendant is notin England at 
the date of service, so that service abroad has to be made 
with the leave of the court under R. 8. C., ord. 11, r. 1, then 
the plaintiff must shew, in accordance with sub-section (c) of 
that rule, that the defendant is ordinarily resident within the 
jurisdiction. In the present case, therefore, the plaintiff had to 
shew either that the Australian company were in England when 
he served his writ on them, or at least that they were ordinarily 
so resident. This he endeavoured to do in the following way : 
the defendants carried on the business—as indeed their name 
implies—of supplying cable intelligence in Australia. Before 
supplying such intelligence to the news readers of the Antipodes, 
they had, of course, to collect it in the four quarters of the 
habitable globe. And in London they had an office with an 
agent whose duty it was to cable out to them English news. 
The plaintiff claimed that the possession of this office made the 
defendants resident in the jurisdiction ; and he further claimed 
that the agent was a “head officer” of the corporation upon 
whom service could be made as their representative by virtue of 
ord, 9, r. 8. This contention, however, was rejected in suc- 
cession by the master in chambers, by Mr. Jastice ScruTTON, 
and by the Court of Appeal, all of whom took the view that 
the mere posses-ion of an office to carry on some subsidiary part 
of their business could not fairly be said to constitute “ business 
residence” here on the part of the company. At first sight it 
is not easy to reconcile this decision with Dunlop v. Actien 
Gesellschaft (1902, 1 K. B. 342)—likewise a decision of the Court 
of Appeal—where a foreign manufacturing company which 
occupied an exhibition stall for nine days at the Crystal Palace 
was held to be “ordinarily resident ” in this country for the pur- 
poses of this rule. The court, however, took the view in that 
case that the use of the stall was a “material” part of the 
company’s business ; whereas, in the present case, it held that the 
defendants’ London agent was merely their agent for the pur- 
pose of collecting and selling tothem raw materials of their trade 
—i.¢., cable news. He was really carrying on at the office, not 
the company’s business but his own, namely, that of providing 
them with their raw materials. The reasoning is a little 
startling, and we should like to see the opinion of the Final 
Court of Appeal taken upon what appears to be an extremely 
fine point. 


Service on Collective Defendants. 
THE CASE of Allison v. Independent Press, &c., on which we 





have commented above, illustrates incidentally the somewhat | 


varied modes of service which our High Court recognizes in the 
case of corporations and bodies of persons who have no corporate 
status. In the case of an English corporation, the mode of 
service is set out in R. S. C. ord. 9, r. 8, which provides 
that the writ may be served on the “mayor or other head 
officer, or on the town clerk, clerk, treasurer or secretary of such 
corporation.” But it is otherwise with foreign corporations. 
Every company incorporated outside the United Kingdom 
having a place of business within the United Kingdom is bound 
(under section 274 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908) 
to register, with the Registrar of Joint Stock Companies, the 
name and address of some one in the United Kingdom who is 
authorized to accept service of process. But there is a class of 
foreign corporations which do not come within this section— 


| 





namely, companies registered in Scotland or Ireland, but carryin 
on business in England. Such companies may be served either 
at their registered office in Scotland or Ireland—section 116 of 
the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, which applies to 
Scotland and Ireland as well as to England—or at their place of 
business in England: Logan v. Bank of Scotland (1904, 2 K. B, 
495). Of course, such an action, although properly commenced in 
England, may afterwards be stayed——as it was in the last-named 
case—on the ground that Scotland or Ireland is the forum 
conveniens of the suit; but the granting of such a stay is a 
matter of discretion which is exercised on grounds of expediency 
based on the particular facts of each case: Egbert v. Short (190i, 
2 Ch. 205). Somewhat curious are the provisions for service 
which exist when the inhabitants of a hundred are sued (c.g, 
where a riot has caused damage for which the hundred is respon. 
sible). The writ must be served on the high constable, if there 
is one ; if not, upon the “ acting chief officer of police” in the 
county which comprises within its limits, the hundred in 
question (Ord. 9, r. 8). Where the inhabitants of a county, 
town, franchise or liberty are sued, the writ is served on any 
peace officer thereof (/bid). 


Corroborative Evidence as to Handwriting of 
Letters. 

IN BASTARDY cases, writes a learned correspondent, the question 
occasionally arises whether, when the mother seeks to corroborate 
her evidence by letters which she has received from the child's 
alleged father, she must obtain from some further source a proof 
of the handwriting of these letters, or can by her own testimony 
sufficiently prove them to be genuine. It deserves notice that 
a decision has recently been given upon a similar question, arising 
upon the analogous corroboration needed in actions for breach of 
promise of marriage. In such an action (Hodds v. Palfrey), tried 
on the 5th inst. at the Leeds Assizes, and reported in the } orkshire 
Post of the following day, a plaintiff sought to corroborate herself 
by letters from the defendant, but had no witness except herself 
to prove their genuineness. After consulting Hornripce, J. 
PaILLiMore, J., ruled that the plaintiff was not duly corroborated. 








Indian Princes in British Courts. 
Tus exact position of the Native Ruling Princes and Chiefs in 
India, and their juridical relation to the British Crown, is a 
difficult subject, and one on which it is at present impossible to 


state down precise propositions. Only general statements, more 
or less qualified according to circumstances, can be made. The 
whole subject is, in fact, in much the same anomalous and un- 
satisfictory condition as the subject of the juridical position of 
Protectorates and their inhabitants in Africa. The question of 
the position of the Native Princes of India has attracted atten- 
tion at the present moment from the circumstance that the 
Gaekwar of Baroda has quite recently been made a defendant in 
an action in the King’s Bench Division, and also a co-respondent 
in a divorce petition in the Probate Division. In both cases he 
has succeeded in escaping liability. It has been held by Lusu, J., 
in one case, and by Barcrave Dzaneg, J., in the other, that the 
Gaekwar is a Sovereign Prince, and by international law not 
capable of being sued in the High Court in England. The case 
in the King’s Bench Division appears not to have been r:ported. 
The divorce proceedings are reported in the Z'imes of December 
12th and 22nd, where the decision of Lusn, J., is also referred to: 
see Statham v. Statham and the Gaekwar of Baroda. 

Both learned judges based their decisions on the wording of 
a certificate given by the India Office laying down the view 
of the Crown as to the Gaekwar’s position. It #ptly illustrates 
the difficulty of the whole question that this certificate is some- 
what lengthy, considering the circumstances, and is far from 
stating any succinct proposition, such as that the Gaekwar is, oF 
is not, an independent Sovereign. The Gaekwar is described 
as “a ruling chief governing his own territories under the 
suzerainty of his Majesty”; the British Government “ does not 
regard or treat him or his subjects as subjects of his Majesty. 
This is followed by a lengthy “But,” &c., in which are set out 
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the restrictions under which the Gaekwar is allowed to rule his 
own State. Some of these restrictions are considerable, the 
British Government having the right of “interference to settle 
disputes as to succession to the State, or to put a stop to gross 
misrule in the State, or to regulate armaments and the strength 
of the military forces.” On the construction of this certificate 
it was held that the Gaekwar was, so far as being sued in the 
Courts of the United Kingdom is concerned, in the position of 
an independent Sovereign. It is submitted that the decision 
might just as well have been the other way, and that the c2rti- 
ficate might have been construed as describing the Gaekwar’s 
status as just short of that of an independent Sovereign for the 
purpose in hand. Until the matter comes before a higher Court 
this question cannot be said to be satisfactorily settled. 

It was said, in the course of the argument before BaRGRAvVE 
Deane, J., that Native Princes are sometimes sued in the Indian 
Courts by leave of the Indian Government. That is rather a 
serious encroachment on their Sovereign rights. There is also 
a section in the Foreign Jurisdiction Act, 1890, which is relevant 
to the present discussion. Section 15 of the Act is: “ Where any 
Order in Council made in pursuance of this Act extends to per- 
sons enjoying Her Majesty’s protection, that expression shall 
include all subjects of the several Princes and States in India.” 
Many Orders in Council, accordingly, define “ British subject.’’ 
as including “subjects of the Indian Princes.” It will thus be 
seen that for many very practical purposes the inhabitants of 
the Native States are British subjects. This, again, is a serious 
derogation from the Sovereign rights of the Indian Princes. The 
case of the Sultan of Johore was referred to in Statham v. 
Statham: see Mighell v. Sultan of Johore (1894, 1 Q. B. 149). 
The position of the Sultan of Johore, however, is rather 
analogous to that of the Sultan of Zanzibar. In neither case 
is there any question of feudatory relation, but merely one of 
protection. It will be remembered that in Mighell v. Sultan 
of Johore the plaintiff sued the defendant (who called himself in 
England “Atpert Baker”) for breach of promise of marriage, 
and he escaped liability by pleading that he was an independent 
foreion Sovereign. 

It certainly seems time, by a, stricter interpretation of 
international law, to put a stop to the possibility of Hindu, 
Mahomedan, or Malay personages, who are under British pro- 
tection, coming to this country and evading responsibility for 
their solemn contracts and deliberate torts, entered into with, 
and committed azainst, domiciled white British subjects resident 
in the United Kingdom. With respect to how far international 
law does apply, an official statement has been published in the 
Gazette of India to the effect that “the principles of international 
law have no bearing upon the relations between the Government 
of India” and the Native States. The acceptance of this view 
by the Courts would seem to be desirable, 








A Solicitor’s Lien on Property 


Recovered. 


THE judgment of Swinren Eapy, J., in Re Meter Cabs (Limited) 
(1911, 2 Ch. 557), contains an interesting confirmation of the 
tule that a solicitor is entitled at common Jaw to a lien for 
costs on property recovered by his exertions, and that this lien 
is available notwithstanding the bankruptcy of the client. The 
distinction between such a lien and a lien upon papers for 
general costs was pointed out in Bozon v. Bolland (4 My. & 
Cr. 354) The lien upon a fund realized in an action is confined 
to the costs of the action, and it is a lien which the solicitor is 
entitled actively to enforce. The solicitor’s lien upon, or right to 
retain, his client’s papers till his bill is paid, is of a nature totally 
different. It applies to all his bills of costs, but he cannot 
actively enforce it. So long as the client leaves the papers in 
the solicitor’s hands, the lien is of no practical use. It is merely 
aright to retain, and only becomes operative when the client wishes 
to take away the papers; and even then the solicitor loses the 
benefit of it if he discharges himself in the course of a suit, 








He cannot in such a case deprive the client of the benefit of the 
papers, and he is bound to give them up for use at the hearing, 
subject to his lien and an undertaking to return them: Heslop v. 
Metcalfe (8 My. & Cr. 183). On the other hand, when the client 
discharges the solicitor, the lien is operative, and the client can- 
not, without payment, have the papers for the purpose of pro- 
ceeding in the action. The solicitor is entitled to make use of 
the non-production of the papers in order to get at what is due 
to him: Lord v. Wormleighton (Jac. 580). And the rule that the 
solicitor’s lien on property recovered is confined to the costs in the 
proceedings in which it is recovered was aflirmed in Stephens v. 
Weston (3 B. & C. 535). “ Where,” said HoLroyp, J., in that case, 
‘“‘an attorney has been at the expense of obtaining a judgment, 
it is perfectly consistent with justice that the debt due to him 
for costs should be paid to him out of the debt of which he has 
been the means of procuring payment to his client ; but it is 
sufficient for all the purposes of justice to say that the attorney 
shall have a lien on the judgment so obtained against the opposite 
party for the costs in that particular cause.” 

Thus the lien for costs on property recovered is confined to the 

costs of the cause, but the solicitor can take active steps to 
enforce it—as, for instance, by applying for payment of his costs 
out of a fund in court; and the lien prevails, notwithstanding 
that the client himself has lost his title to the fund by bank- 
ruptey. In Jones v. Turnbull (2 M. & W. 601), an uncertificated 
bankrupt brought an action for moneys due for repairs to a 
house. A sum of £124 was found to be due to him, but before 
it was paid his assignees in bankruptcy intervened and claimed 
it. It was held that they ought not to receive it without 
satisfying the lien of the attorney. In the case of property 
recovered or preserved by proceedings in any court of justice, 
statutory effect has been given to the lien by section 28 of the 
Solicitors Act, 1860, which enables the court to make a charging 
order for the taxed costs, charges and expenses of the pro- 
ceedings, and to provide for the raising and payment of the amount 
out of the property. The extreme generality of these words was 
discussed in Emden v. Carte (19 Ch. D. 317), where the solicitor 
for an undischarged bankrupt, after obtaining payment of a 
sum into court, resisted the application of the trustee to have 
the benefit of the money. The money had been paid in with a 
denial of liability, and the solicitor claimed a lien for all his 
costs including those of the dispute with the trustee. Fry, J., 
considering that if, under the statute, the solicitor could have a 
lien for costs at all, he must have them for the whole costs, 
avoided this result by holding that money so paid in was not 
“ recovered or preserved” within the meaning of the statute. 
3ut the Court of Appeal differed from him. ‘lhe plaintiff was 
entitled at once to take the money out of court; hence 
property was recovered ; but there was no necessity to allow the 
lien to extend to all costs whether strictly necessary for its 
recovery or not. Until the solicitor resisted the intervention of 
the trustee he was in the right, and the lien was allowed for 
his costs up to that point, but not beyond. The trustee, said 
JESSEL, M.R., took the benefit of the actién by adopting it, and 
therefore ought to pay the costs of the solicitor who had 
instituted the action, and brought it to a point at which it was 
worth adopting. 

In Guy v. Churchill (35 Ch. D, 489), the lien was allowed by 
the Court of Appeal against costs repayable upon a successful 
appeal. At the original hearing the plaintiffs lost the action, and 
paid £298 costs to the defendants. On the appeal the judgment 
was reversed, and the defendants were ordered to repay the 
sum of £298, and to pay the costs of the appeal, which were 
taxed at £165. After this the plaintiffs became bankrupt. The 
trustee in bankruptcy claimed to receive the £298 free from any 
lien in favour of the solicitor, on the ground that it was not money 
recovered in the action. The object of the action, of course, was 
not to recover the money—the recovery was simply an incident 
arising in the course of the action. But it was held by the Court 
of Appeal that the lien applied. The lien of a solicitor, said 


Corton, L.J., is grounded on the principle that it is not just 
that the client should get the benefit of the solicitor’s labour 
without paying for it; and the lien extended to whatever was 
recovered in the action, although its recovery was not the direct 
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result of the action. Hence the solicitor was entitled to the 
sum of £165 paid as party and party costs, and he was further 
entitled to have the additional solicitor and client costs of the 
appeal paid out of the £298. 

In Re Born (1900, 2 Ch. 433), the same principle was applied 
as against the liquidator of a company. Solicitors had been 
employed by the company to make a claim against an estate 
which was in course of administration by the court. The claim 
was made and admitted, and subsequently a winding-up order 
was made against the company. The solicitor thereupon applied 
for a charging order, and FARWELL, J., held that he was entitled 
to it notwithstanding the winding-up. His judgment was 
based on the consideration that the lien already existed at 
common law, and hence the court was not creating a new 
right against the liquidator by declaring a charge under the 
statute. The common law lien, he observed, referring to 


Haymer v. Cooper (33 Beav. 631), had not been abrogated by the | 
statute, or affected by the winding-up, and all that the ,court 


was asked to do was to give the statutory charge in aid of the 
already existing common law lien, which was prior to any right 
of the liquidator. 

In the present case of Re Meter Cabs (Limited) (supra) money 


had been recovered in arbitration proceedings, so that the | 


statute did not apply, and the solicitor had to rely on his common 
law lien only. The proceedings were begun before the company 
went into liquidation. After the liquidation the solicitor com- 
promised the claim, with the sanction of the liquidators, for £29, 
and the sum was paid to him. His costs of the arbitration were 
£23, and SwiInFEN EApy, J., beld that he was entitled to retain 
this out of the £29, notwithstanding that most of the costs were 
incurred before the liquidation. In other words, he was entitled 
to payment of his costs in full, instead of having only a right of 
proof in respect of those incurred before the liquidation. One 
of the liquidators had disputed his retainer, and, following /’e 
Hill (33 Ch. D. 266), Swinren EApy, J., allowed the costs of 
establishing the retainer to be included in the lien. 


Reviews. 


Equity. 

Tue Princtetes or Equity ; INreNDED For THE Use oF STUDENTS 
AND oF Practitioners. By Epmunp H. T. SNELL, Barrister-at- 
Law. SIxTeeENTH Epirion. By Arcuipatp Brown, M.A. (Edin. 
and Oxon.) and B.C.L. (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Haynes. 

Snell's Equity has been under the chagge of Mr. Archibald Brown 
since 1875, and after twelve editions have been prepared’by him it is 
not to be expected that there will be any considerable change in form 
or contents. Accordingly he has confined himself,in the present 
edition, to incorporating the new decisions and the new relevant 
statutes since the previous edition was published in 1907. Thus, in 
the chapter on Conversion, reference is made to the decisions of the 
Court of Ap} eal in Burg a Oe Booth (1908, 2 Ch. 648), and 
Fauntleroy v. Beebe (1911, 2 Ch. 257), which have affirmed the dictum 


of JEsseL, M.R., in Steed v. Preece (L. R., 18 Eq. 192), that a | 


conversion made by order of the court is a conversion out and 
out, and there is no reconversion in favour of the heir of the 


surplus not required for the object of the conversion ; and in the | 


chapter on Mortgages reference is made to the recent interesting 
case of Wilkes v. Spooner (1911, 2 K. B. 473), which aftirmed the 
principle that a purchaser without notice can make a good title to 
a purchaser with notice. 

chapter on Mortgages, in which the rights of the mortgagee, and his 
liabilities when in possession, and the principles which determine 
priority between several incumbrancers, are clearly and adequately 
explained. For the student’s purposes, the work perhaps enters too 
much into detail, but it has ceased to be designed for the student 
only, and the practitioner will find in it a comprehensive guide to 
the principles of equity. 


Jurisprudence. 


By the Rt. Hon. Sir Frep- 
Tutrp Epirton. Macmillan & Co. 


A First Book or JuRISPRUDENCE. 
ERICK Pottock, Bart. 
(Limited). 

Sir Frederick Pollock’s little volume is well known as affording an 
easy introduction to the technical study of law, and it is avowedly 


Attention may also be called to the | 


| written so as to be useful both to English and American students 
and lawyers. We certainly think the second part—dealing with 
legal authorities and their use—is of greater value to lawyers than 
| the first. On the other hand, the first part might well be read and 
inwardly digested by intelligent persons who are not lawyers and 
have no intention of studying technical law. In the second part, 
perhaps the most useful chapter for the merely budding lawyer js 
that dealing with case-law and precedents (Chapter VI.). Many 
legal practitioners seem to grow up to their professional maturity 
without properly appreciating the relative degree of authority to be 
attributed to the reports of decisions in the courts which go to make 
up English case-law. It is a subject that has had greater attraction 
for American than English writers. On p. 343 the author refers to 
three instances of the digest of Justinian being cited, and avowedly 
followed, by an Enelish court. If we mistake not, to these there 
might be added Clayton’s Case (1 Mer. 571), and Taylor v. Caldwell 
(3 B. & S. 826). The latter case was much relied on in the Corona- 
tion Seats cases in 1903, and the source of the principle acted on is 
expressly referred to in Ave// v. HTenry (1903, 2 K. B., at p. 748). 








| Correspondence. 


Imperfect Abstracts. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter] 


Sir,—I have read with interest the article under this heading in 
your issue of the 23rd inst., which contains a warning much needed 
at the present time. 

In an experience of over thirty years, I have never had before 
so much trouble in making good imperfect abstracts as I have had 
recently, although my experience has not been quite so bad as that 
which is given on page 170 of Vol. I. of Mr. Cyprian Williams’ 
Vendor and Purchaser, second edition, where the learned author 
gives warning that the practitioner ought not to rest satisfied with a 
mere statement of the effect of any clause or document; but I have 
quite recently had an abstract shewing a title in vendors, who 
were trustees with a power of sale, oblivious of the fact that 
there was a tenant for life with powers under the Settled Land 

| Act ! 

The most common omission, however, beyond such carelessness as 
that referred to in the article, is, in my experience, an entire disregard 
of the fact that estate duty and settlement estate duty in respect 
of real estate, are statutory incumbrances, and now that the rate at 
which estate duty is calculated may amount to no less than 15 per 

| cent., it becomes a matter of the first importance that the property 

| contracted to be sold should be clearly identified in the account and 
the incumbrance thereon effectively discharged. In order to preserve 
evidence of the discharge of this incumbrance, it is a convenient 
plan to pay estate duty in respect of real estate on a separate account, 
which thus places the accountable party in possession of a duplicate 
of the account, which contains a schedule of the property and the 
discharge of the incumbrance thereon. 

Where this plan is not adopted, the production of a certificate 
under section 11 (1) of the Finance Act, 1894, must be resorted to ; the 


| difficulty in this case sometimes being that such a certificate is only 


issued to the party accountable for the duty. ; 
Whatever plan is adopted, it is necessary for the profession to 
realize that a purchaser is entitled to insist upon evidence that these 
duties have been duly discharged, and that the documents upon 
which the vendor relies to meet this obligation must be abstracted. 
Pretor W. CHANDLER. 
New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, Dec. 27. 





Section 12 of the Conveyancing Act, IgII. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.| 


Sir,—In this correspondence it is contended that “several” 
necessarily means three at least ; and that, therefore, section 2 (2) 
of the Land Transfer Act, 1897 (prohibiting a conveyance by “ some 
or one of several executors ”), and section 12 of the new Act (permit- 
ting such a conveyance by the executors who have proved), do not 
prohibit a conveyance by one of two executors appointed, whether 
he has proved or not. If that is so, the curious consequence is—if 

| these are the sole factors in the question—that where only two 
| executors are named, either of them, whether he has proved the 
will or not, can now or hereafter convey ; but, where more than 
two are appointed, after the passing of the Act, all who have proved 
must join. 

Is not the real answer to “Ordinary Practitioner” this—that 
“several” simply means “separate” (e.g., “ a several fishery,” “ to 
hold in severalty”), and, when used generally to indicate plurality 
on asmall scale, does not carry any implication of denoting three 
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oo 
at least ? “Several indentures dated,” &c, “jointly and severally,” 
“their several interests,” &c., may be used equally where two only 
are referred to as where moreare. It appears correct to say “ Two 
several indentures.” Do we, by dropping the specific number in 
front of it, imply there must be three? If so, why ? 

Dec. 23. ANOTHER ORDINARY PRACTITIONER. 








Points to be Noted. 
Conveyancing and Equity. 

Trade Union—Compulsory Levy—Representation on 
Local Authorities.—In Amalgamated Society of Railway Ser- 
vants v. Osborne (54 Sotcttors’ JOURNAL, 215 ; 1910, A. C. 87) it 
was held that a trade union may not levy contributions from its 
members for the purpose of securing parliamentary representation. 
Compulsory levies to secure representation on local bodies are also 
illegal ; but it seems that elections to boards of guardians are an 
exception—Witson v. AMALGAMATED Society OF ENGINEERS 
(Parker, J., April 27th) (55 Sonicrrors’ JourNAL, 498 ; 1911, 2 Ch. 
324). 

Administration—-Order for Sale-—-Conversion.—lIf a com- 
petent court orders a sale of real estate belonging to A, the real 
estate is converted as from the date of the order, and on A’s death 
before the sale is carried out it will pass as personalty.— 
Fauntieroy v. Beeps (C. A., April 28th) (55 Soticrrors’ JouRNAL, 
497 ; 1911, 2 Ch. 257). 

Mortgage—Specific Mortgage or Floating Charge— 
Rent in Arrear—Other Debts.—A mortgagee is, as he was 
before the Judicature Acts and the Conveyancing Acts, the rever- 
sioner of leases of the mortgaged property. Hence, debenture- 
holders to whom property is a A mortgaged by a trust deed 
may, on appointing a receiver and giving notice, disregard other 
assignments of arrears of rent in respect of property included in the 
mortgage. But arrears of rent of property subject only to a 
floating charge can, like other property so subject, be validly 
alienated by the company before the appointment of the receiver.— 
Re Inp, Coope & Co. (Limtrep); Fisner v. THe Company 
(Warrington, J., May 24th) (55 Soticrrors’ JourNAL, 600; 1911, 
2 Ch. 223). 

Settled Estate—Capital Moneys—Compensation for 
Extinction of Licence.—If 2 settled estate comprises Jicensed 

remises which are extinguished under the provisions of the 
uicensing Act, 1904, with compensation, the life tenant’s share of 
the compensation money is capital moneys of the estate ; and it 
makes no difference whether there were or were not trustees of the 
settlement to receive the money.—Re Biapon ; Danpo v. PorTER 
(Neville, J., July 6th) (1911, 2 Ch. 350). 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


DE BEERS CONSOLIDATED MINES (LIM.) v. BRITISH SOUTH 
AFRICA COMPANY. 4th Dec. 


MortcaGE—Exctusive Licence—MonopoLy—GRANT OF PROPRIETARY 
Ricuts In CONSIDERATION OF ADVANCES SECURED ON DEBENTURES— 
REPAYMENT OF ALL Mongy ADVANCED—CLAIM THAT GRANT OF LICENCE 
Hap Become INOPERATIVE AS AMOUNTING TO CLOG ON Equity oF 
REDEMPTION. 


The British South Africa Company agreed with the De Beers Con- 
solidated Mines (Limited) that the latter should advance them £112,000 
by instalments. There was a clause that if the De Beers desired to 
have the benefit of a scheduled clause as to the grant of an exclusive 
licence to work the Chartered Company's diamondiferous ground in 
Rhodesia, it might decline payment of the £112,000 for five years. In 
December, 1892, the De Beers Company agreed to accept debentures in 
satisfaction of the £112,000, and to advance £100,000 further, in con- 
sideration of which the Chartered Company granted the De Beers Com- 
pany an exclusive licence to work diamondiferous grounds in its ter- 
ritories. All advances were paid off in 1896, and the Chartered Com- 
pany thereupon claimed that the licegice ceased to be operative, as being 
a clog on the equity of redemption. ; 

Held, that the grant of the exclusive licence was no part of the 
mortgage security, and the doctrine of clogging the equity having no 
application to the transaction. the licence remained valid, although the 
whole of the money advanced had been repaid. 

_Decision of Court of Appeal (which affirmed a judgment of Swinfen 
Eady, J.) (54 Soricrrors’ Journat, 679; 1910, 2 Ch. 502), reversed. 


This was an appeal by the De Beers Consolidated Mines against 
an order of the Court of Appeal, affirming a decision of Swinfen 





Eady, J., in an action brought by the present respondents, the 
British South Africa Company. The plaintiffs, a chartered company, 
asked in the action that the two agreements made between them and 
the De Beers should be declared ultra vires, in so far as they purported 
to confer upon the De Beers an exclusive licence to work diamondiferous 
ground in the company’s Rhodesian territory. 

Lorp ATKINSON read a judgment, in which he dealt with all the 
facts, and said the question before this House was narrowed down to 
whether the doctrine of the clog on the equity of redemption applied 
t6 the agreement made on the 7th of December, 1892. In his opinion, 
these facts established (1) that no specific charge was in the first 
instances created by these mortgage debentures ; (2) that the mortgagor 
was to deal, in the ordinary course of business, with the assets, subject 
to the floating charge ; and (3) that the doctrine of clog was inapplicable 
to the present transaction. 

Eart Loresurn, C., concurred in the judgment of Lord Atkinson. 
In a short judgment, without dealing at any length with the facts, he 
said that the courts below had, in his opinion, wrongly decided that 
the provision of a diamond mining licence was invalid because it 
amounted to a clog on the equity of redemption. This case, in his 
opinion, did not fall within that rule at all. When the mortgage or 
charge came into being in the present case either in law or in equity, 
the diamondiferous land which was included in the mortgage was 
already subject to this licence, and so the right to work the 
diamondiferous land never was included in the mortgage or charge. 
Paying off the debentures released the whole of the property charged, 
but it did not release the Chartered Company from the burden of this 
licence, for the excellent reason that the charge was subject to the 
licence. 

The Eart or Hatssury and Lorp Gorett concurred. Appeal 
allowed ; no order, by consent, on counter-claim.—CounseL, Upjohn, 
K.C., C. EB. EB. Jenkins, K.C., and J. W. M. Holmes, for the appel- 
lants; Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., Levett, K.C., W. FB. Hollams, and 
G. H. Allen, for the respondents. Soricrrors, Ingle, Holmes, Sons, & 
Pott; Coward, Hawksley, Sona, & Chance. 


[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re THOMAS FREE & SONS (LIM.). Swinfen Eady, J. 28th Nov. 


CompANY—WINDING-up—Costs or LairiGATIoN—ACTION BrouGur 
AGAINST THE COMPANY BEFORE WINDING-UP—JUDGMENT UNDFR 
APPEAL. 

The mere fact of the judgment obtained against a liquidator being 
under appeal does not affect the application of the rule laid down in 
Re Wenborn and Co. (1905, 1 Ch. 413), that the successful defendant is 
entitled to have his costs in full out of the assets of the company of an 
action brought or defended by the company and continued after winding- 
up by the liquidator. 


This was a summons in the Company Winding-up Court for an order 
that the sum of £402 8s. 7d., the balance of the costs of a judgment 
obtained by the applicants against a company on the 15th of May, 
1911, might be paid in full out of the company’s assets, and that the 
costs of the applicants might be provided for. On the 30th of May, 
1910, Messrs. Thomas Free and Co. (Limited), not then in liquidation, 
commenced an action againstethe Sutton Urban District Council. 
Shortly after the issue of the writ—namely, in the month of June, 
1910, the company went into voluntary liquidation. A liquidator was 
appointed, who adopted the action, and prosecuted it until a second 
liquidator was appointed to act with the first, and then the joint 
liquidators continued the action, which resulted in judgment for the 
defendant council. The liquidators appealed, and the appeal was still 
pending when this summons was taken out. Counsel, in support of 
the summons, relied on Re Wenborn and Co. (1905, 1 Ch. 413), and 
cited Re London Drapery Stores (1898. 2 Ch. 684), Re London Metal- 
lurgical Co. (1895, 1 Ch. 759), and Re T'rent and Humber Shipbuilding 
Co, (1869, L. R. 8 Eq. 94). Counsel opposing the summons cited Fe 
Thurso New Gas Co, (1889, 42 Ch. D. 486) and Re Snyder Dynamite 
Projectile Co., Peck v The Company (1893, W. N., p. 37). 

Swinren Eapy, J., said this case is governed by the principle laid 
down in Re Wenhorn and Co. (ubi supra), the only difference being 
that in this case the judgment is under appeal. I will make the order 
that the liquidator do pay the amount, including the costs of this 
application, upon the Urban District Council of Sutton and their 
solicitors respectively undertaking to return the amount, less the 
costs of this application, if the appeal by the liquidators is successful. 
—Counsen, Clauson, K.C., and Leonard Mossop; J. W. McCarthy. 
Soticitors, Pettiver 4: Pearkes; Lawton &: Taylor. 

(Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re JOHN TAYLOR, Deceased. TAYLOR v. WHITE. 
Swinfen Eady, J. 8th and 13th Dee. 
Witt—Constroection—Worps or Futurtry—Girr To NEPHEWS AND 
Nrieces—Girr Tro CHILDREN oF NEPHEW OR NIECE WHO SHOULD Drm 
IN THE LIFETIME OF THE TENANT FOR LIFE UNDER THE WiLL—NrIece 
Dean At DATE oF THE WILL, LEAVING A CHILD. 


The child of a niece, dead at the date of the will, of a testator was 
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held entitled to share under a trust “ for all my nephews and nieces 
living at the decease of the said Sarah Waterfall (the tenant for life), as 
tenants in common in equal shares, provided always that if any of my 


said nephews and niece hall die in the lifetime of the said Sarah | 


Waterfall, leaving a child or children who shall survive her, and being 
a son or sons, shall aitain the age of twenty-one years, or, being @ 
daughter or daughter shall attain that age, or marry under that age, 
then and in ¢ very sucl we the last-mentioned child or children shall 
take (and, if more than one, equ lly hetween them) the share which his, 


her, or their parent u uld have taken of and in the proceeds of my | 


said estate if such parent had survived the said Sarah Wate rfall.”’ 


This was a summons to determine whether the children living on the 
26th of February, 1911 (the date of the death of the tenant for life), 
and who, being male, attain twenty-one, or, being female, attain that 
age, or marry, of nephews or nieces of the testator, who died before the 
date of the will, are entitled to participate in the proceeds of sale of 
certain real estate The facts and the clause of the will to be construed 
are set out in the judgment The cases cited were Re Potter's Trust 
(1869, L. R. 8 Ea. 52). He Metcalfe, Metcalfe v. Earle (1909, 1 Ch. 425), 
Gorringe v. Mahlstedt and Others (1907, A. C. 225), Re Gorringe, Gor- 
ringe v. Gorringe (1906, 2 Ch. 341, and 1906, 1 Ch. 319), Loring v. 

‘homas (1861, 1 Dr. and ». 497), Be Cope, Cross v. Cross (1908, 1 
Ch. 1), Re Cl ery, hinne v. iil (1888, 39 Ch. D. 614), 
Christopherson \ ) 816, 1 Mer. 320), and Barraclough and 
{nother v. Coope: r t« i ote to Re Lambert, Cornea v. Harrison 


i 


(1908, 2 Ch., at p 


"T 


Swinren Eapy, J., said the question for decision in this case was 
whether the child a niece dead at the date of the will could take 
under a gift to a SS The will was made in 1897, and the testator 
died the same year, leaving a life estate in her property to one Sarah 
Waterfall, whose death, on the 26th February, in this year, was the 
event which led to this summons. The trust for sale in the will was 
followed by the words ‘‘In trust for all my nephews and nieces living 
at the decease of the said Sarah Waterfall, as tenants in common, in 
equal shares, provided always that if any of my said nephews or nieces 
shall die in the lifetime of the said Sarah Waterfall, leaving a child or 
children, who shall survive her, and, being a son or sons, shall attain 
the age of twenty-one years, or, being a daughter or daughters, shall 
attain that age, or marry under that age, then and in every such case 
the last-mentioned child or children shall take (and, if more than one, 
equally between them) the share which his, her, or their parent would 
have taken of and in the proceeds of my said estate if such parent had 
survived the said Sarah Waterfall.’’ The words “ my said ne] hews or 
nieces ’’ which follow the proviso must refer to and deal with another 
class to the class to whom the first gift is made—namely, “ all my 
nephe vs and mieces living at the decease of the said Sarah.’’ Of 
course, it could not possibly mean all those living at the death of Sarah. 
The words are ‘if any shall die,’’ then the child will take, not the 
parent 8 share, but the share w hich his, her, or their parent would h ive 
taken if such parent had survived Sarah. No difficulty arises from the 
words ‘‘ shall die’’; they may be read ‘shall be dead,’’ and reading it 
that way, it reads that the children of any nephew or niece who shall 
be dead shall take the share which their parents would have taken. If 
the niece had survived the period, she would have taken a share. I see 
no reason to exclude the children of a niece who was dead at the date 
of the will In the « e of DParradough and Another v. ¢ ooper (1905), 
which is re ported as a note to Re Lambert, Corns vy. Harrison (ubi supra) 
Lord Macnaghten said : I'he only words in the will upon which an 
argument in the opposite direction can be founded are the words ‘shall 
die’ importing futurity These words have always been construed as 
not creating any serious difficulty. They were not considered in 
Christopherson v. Naylor (ubi supra) as creating a difficulty. In Loring 
v. Thomas (ubi euy they were not considered as creating any diffi- 
culty at all, and what fell from the Vice-Chancellor upon that point 
seems to me to be a very strong argument in favour of his view.’’ And, 
again, later on, in his judgment, Lord Macnaghten says: ‘‘ Now, of 
course, the question is one entirely of intention, and it is obvious that 
in cases of this kind a testator may mean to include as objects of his 
bounty, or he may mean to exclude, the issue of the predeceased chil- 
dren. When a testator directs that issue shall represent or stand in 
the place of or be substituted for a deceased child, and take the share 
which their parent would have taken if living, he may intend such 
representation or substitution to apply only to the case of a child dying 
subsequently to the date of his will, and before the time of his own 
death ; or he may mean it to extend also to the case of a child who was 
already dead at the date of the will. The solution of the question, 
which of the two he intended, must, of course, depend on the language 
he used in directing such representation or substitution. He may use 
language of such restricted import as to be inapplicable to any children 
but such as were living at the date of the will. But if he uses language 
so wide and general as to be no less applicable to a predeceased child 
than to a child living at the date of the will, then the direction as t 

such representation or substitution must be held to embrace both.”’ 
This seems to me to be exactly what the testator did in the present 
case. The language here is so wide as to be no less applicable to a 
deceased child as to the other children. Accordingly, I hold that a 
child of a niece dead at the date of the will is entitled to share.— 
CounseL, Harold Burrows, Sir Denham Warmington, Bt., Kenneth 
Gatey, and Potts. Sorrcrrors, Javenport, Cunliffe, & Blake. 


[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.) 





PERRY & CO. (LIM.) +. T. HESSIN & CO. Eve, J. 12th Dee. 
Trape-MarK —Passtna Orr—CorovuraBLe Imirations — Sriuine 
Derenpants’ Goops as THose or PuiatntirFs—Use or Worp 
** Parent ’’—COLLATERAL MISREPRESENTATION. 


The defendants made and sold pens of the same shape as those made 
by the plaintiffs, siamped them with the same numbers, and put them 
in boxes resembling the plaintiffs’ boxes. The plaintiffs’ goods were 
stamped with the word “ patent,” though they were nu’ patented. 

Held, that the shapes of the pens were common to the trade, and 
that the boxes were not likely to deceive, and therefore the plaintiffs’ 
case failed. 

Held also that had the plaintiffs made out a case, the use of the 
word ‘‘ patent’’ was only a collateral misrepresentaiion, on which the 


| defendants could not have relied. 


This was an action for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
manufacturing or selling pens and boxes of pens, which were colourable 
imitations of those made and sold by the plaintiffs. The plaintiffs 
were the well-known pen manufacturers of Birmingham, and they 
alleged that the defendants had passed off their pens as the plaintiffs’. 
The defendants, who were also pen manufacturers, alleged that the 
boxes were common to the trade, and that the plaintiffs had used the 
word ‘‘patent’’ on pens which were not the subject of any existing 
patent. The plaintiffs sold pens of a great many different patterns, but 
this action only related to four of them, which were described as 
No. 335, No. 341, Balance Spring Pen and Universal School Pen. The 
defendants’ pens, of which the plaintiffs complained, were six in 
number, and were stamped as follows :—Terra Nova 335, President 
341, Spring Balance, Turner & Co., Superior and University School 
Pen. 

Eve, J.—The plaintiffs claim an injunction to restrain the defendants 
from manufacturing or selling certain pens, which they allege are 
olourable imitations of pens made and sold by the plaintiffs. The 
plaintiffs also allege that the pens were put on the market in boxes 
closely resembling the plaintiffs’ boxes. Each of the pens manufactured 
by the defendants was of identically the same shape as the correspond 
ing pen made by the plaintiffs’; but it had been proved that these 
shapes were all common to the trade, and that it was a common practice 
to use distinguishing numbers for pens. The complaint of the 
plaintiffs, so far as the pens alone were concerned, rested solely on the 
fact that in two instances the defendants had stamped on their pens 
the same numbers as those stamped on the pens of identical shapes made 
by the plaintiffs. This was an unusual but not unprecedented pro 
cedure, and mere coincidence of numbers was not a sufficient ground 
for giving the plaintiffs relief in respect of the pens alone. On the 
pens alone, therefore, the case of the plaintiffs wholly failed. But the 
plaintiffs’ case was not founded on the pens alone. They contended 
that the intention to appropriate part of the plaintiffs’ trade was made 
abundantly clear when the boxes were compared. The claim to relief 
in respect of pens 335 and 341 was founded on allegations of fraud by 
the defendants. The claim in respect of the other two pens involved 
the proposition that the defendants’ conduct was a dishonest attempt 
to appropriate part of the plaintiffs’ trade. But the plaintiffs’ charge 
of fraud had been entirely disproved. With regard to the question 
vhether the boxes were colourable imitations of the plaintiffs’ boxes, 
the plaintiffs had not established that deception was inevitable, or even 
likely. Nor had the plaintiffs succeeded in establishing their claim to 
+ monopoly of the phrase balance-spring pen or universal school pen. 
It only remaincd to say that if the plaintiffs had made out a case in 
respect of any of the pens or boxes, the defence founded on the 
improper mse of the word “‘ patent’’ would not have succeeded. Such 
use did not amount to more than a collateral misrepresentation, on 
which the defendants could not rely. The plaintiffs had failed on all 
the main issues, and the action must be dismissed with costs.—CowunskL, 
Bousfield, K.Cs, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Sarqant; Astbury, K.C., 
Walter, K.C., and Sehastian. Soxtcrrors, 2. H. Davies & Co., for 
Rowlands & Co., Birmingham; 7. Hamilton Bevan, for Jeffery, Wild, 
d: Lovatt, Birmingham. 

[Reported by 8. E. Writrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BOWLES v. ATTORNEY-GENERAL AND OTHERS. Parker, J. 
7th and 12th Dec. 

Super-TAX—RETURN FOR ASSESSMENT—ANNUAL Tax—LIABILITY TO 6E 
ASSESSED BEFORE Passtnc or Act AuTHORIZING THE TAX FoR YFAR 
Bupcer Resotvutions—Customs AND INLAND Revenve Act, 1890 (55 
Vict. c. 8), s. 30. 

The Special Commissioners for the purposes of income tax have 
power, during the current financial year, which commenced on the 6th 
of April, 1911, to demand returns for the purposes of assessments to 
the tax known as the “‘ super-taz,”” notwithstanding that no such tax 
has as yet been imposed for the year, and that it is theoretically wncer- 
tain whether it will, in fact, be imposed. 

The plaintiff, Mr. Thomas Gibson Bowles, received a notice from the 
Income Tax Commissioners, headed ‘‘ Super-tax, Return for Aesese 
ment,’’ which said : ‘‘In pursuance of the provisions of the Finance 
(1909-1910) Act, 1910, and subsequent enactments, you are hereby 
required by the Special Commiesioners, whether you are or are not 
liable to super-tax, to make a return of your total income from all 
sources in the form on page 3 hereof. The basis of your return 
shall be the statutory income of the previous year; that is to say, your 
income estimated in the same manner as the total income from all 
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sources is estimated for the purpose of exemptions or abatements under 
the Income Tax Act.”’ It was contended that the income tax was 
only an annual tax, not designed by the Legislature to be of a perma- 
nent character, and not payable for any year until actually sanctioned 
by Act of Parliament. ‘The super-tax was imposed, for the first time, 
by the Finance (1909-1910) Act, 1910, as a tax for one year only, the 
rate of 6d. being fixed for the financial year ending April, 1910. ‘There 
were no “subsequent enactments,’’ as mentioned in the form. The 
Commissioners could not lawfully proceed to obtain returns as to the 
super-tax, before any Act imposing that tax for the financial year had 
been passed. For the Attorney-General it was contended that super- 
tax was in effect part of the income tax, and therefore came under the 
provisions of section 30 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1890, 
which recites that : ‘‘In order to ensure the collection in due time of 
any duties of income tax which may be granted for any year, com- 
mencing on the 6th of April, all such provisions contained in any Act 
relating to income tax as were in force on the preceding day ehall 
have full force and effect with respect to the duties of income tax which 
may be so granted in the same manner ae if the said duties had been 
actually granted by Act of Parliament, and the eaid provieions had 
been applied thereto by the Act.”’ 

ParkeER, J., in the course of his judgment, said : The only question 
I have to decide in this action is whether this section applies not only 
to ordinary income tax, but to super-tax as well. In other words, | 
have to determine whether super-tax is a ‘‘ duty of income tax ”’ within 
the meaning’of this section. His lordship then referred to the eection 
and to the various sections of the Finance Act, 1909-1910, and con 
cluded : We have therefore the following facts :—The super-tax is, in 
fact, an income tax. It is referred to in the Act which imposes it as 
an additional duty of income tax. It is collected and recovered by 
means (with some special and additional provisione) of the ordinary 
income tax machinery. It is intended, like the ordinary income tax, t« 
be a permanent tax though imposed annually only. It is imposed and 
its collection is regulated by sections contained in a part of the Act 
which is entitled ‘‘ Income ax,’’ and is to be read with all existing 
enactments relating to income tax, including section 30 of the Custom 
and Inland Revenue Act, 1890. Under these circumstances, can there 
be any real doubt that it is a duty of income tax within the meaning 
of the thirtieth section of the last-mentioned Act? In my opinior 
there cannot. The effect, therefore, of this section is to give the 
Special Commissioners in any financial year commencing on the 6th of 
April, even although the super-tax has not been actually imposed for 
such year, all the powers of demanding the returns necessary for *¢: 
assessment and collection, in case it be so imposed, which they had 
on the last day of the preceding year with regard to super-tax impoeed 
for that year. Section 72 of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, was by 
the Finance Act, 1910, applied to the super-tax thereby imposed for 
the financial year commencing the 6th of April, 1910, and was in force 
on the 5th of April, 1911. The Special Commissioners can, therefore, 
in my opinion, properly demand returns for super-tax for the financial 
year commencing the 6th of April, 1911, before the super-tax is actually 
imposed for that year, and it follows that under the seventy-second 
section the person who is served with the demand is bound to comply 
therewith. In my opinion, therefore, the action fails, and it must be 
dismissed, but it must not be understood that I am expressing any 
opinion as to how far the Special Commissioners have power, before 
the tax for any financial year is actually imposed, to go beyond the | 
preliminary work,-such as the demand for returns necessary for its | 
assessment. If, for example, they assess and demand payment of the 
super-tax before it be actually imposed. different considerations might, 
and probably would, arise.—Counsen, Danckwerts. K.C.: J. W. Man- 
ning, and A. M. Tatter; Sir J. Simon, S8.G.; J. Austen Cartmell; W. 
Finlay. Sovicrtors, Hasties ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 





| Reported by WuitrrkLpy Hayne, Barrister-at-Law.) 


WEBBE v. CROSSE AND OTHERS, Parker, J. 23rd and 24th Nov. ; 
Ist and 12th Dec. 


Mortcace—Trustre Mortcacers—Nortice To Pay Orr—Re-ConveyANCE 
—InaBinity TO Give Lecat Estate, Owrnc To ABSENCE oF Mort- 
GAGEE—LIABILITY FoR Costs or OrpER TO Vest Lecat Estate IN 
New TrustEeE—TENDER OF PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST BY MorRTGAGOR 
—Famvure to Re-Convey Lecat Estare—Liasmiry ror INTEersst 
Arter Date or TENDER. 


A mortgagor received notice to pay off the mortgage. The dis- 
appearance of one of two joint mortqgagees had made it impossible 
for the remaining mortgagee to get in the legal estate without a vesting 
order. The mortgagor's solicitor made a tender of principal and 
interest to the managing clerk of the mortgagee’s solicitor, wha, in his 
employer's absence, had no instructions to receive it, the tender being 
accompanied by a demand for the immediate re-conveyance of the legal 
estate. 


Held, that in the absence of any misconduct by the remaining mort- 
gagee, the costs of obtaining the vesting order were properly charge- 
able to the mortgagor; and that a tender made under those conditions 
was not a valid tender for the purpose of relieving the mortgagor from 
payment of interest after date of tender. 


In 1906, the defendants Crosse and Garrod, out of funds held by 
them as trustees, lent the plaintiff £1,150, on the security of a mort- 
gage of freehold property. In 1908 Garrod disappeared, and in March, 
1911, Crosse appointed the defendant Walker to be trustee in his place, 
the appointment containing a vesting declaration, the effect of which | 








| «Don’t you understand ? 


was to vest the moneys secured by the mortgage and the right to 
redeem in the defendants Crosse and Walker, but to leave the legal 
estate still vested in Crosse and Garrod. Notice was then given to 
Webbe, the mortgagor, to pay off principal and interest. Webbe’s 
solicitor pointed out that an order would have to be obtained to get in 
the legal estate vested in Garrod, whose address was not known, and 
discussion ensued between the respective solicitors as to who was liable 
for the costs of such order. On the 24th of June, Webbe’s solicitor 
«<alled at the oftice of the defendant’s solicitor, and, in the latter’s 
absence, told his managing clerk that he was prepared to tender prin- 
cipal, interest, and costs, but not the costs of obtaining a vesting 
order. On the 29th of June he again called, and told the managing 
clerk that he formally tendered principal and interest, with an under- 
taking to pay all costs of re-conveyance except those for the order. He 
also produced a draft re-conveyance to which the original mortgagees 
only were parties, and intimated that the money he was tendering 
would only be paid in exchange for a proper re-conveyance. The clerk 
pointed out that it was impossible to obtain execution of the re-con- 
veyance by Garrod, and further that he was managing clerk only, and 
had no instructions. This action was brought by Webbe, the mort 
gagor, for redemption, and he claimed that, in taking the usual 
accounts, the defendant mortgagees should not be allowed interest after 
the date of the tender on the 29th of June. 

Parker, J., in the course of his judgment, said: The first point I 
have to decide is the validity of the tender. The mortgagor’s solicitor 
had with him the money required to make the tender, but it was not 
made to any person authorized to receive the money, either conditionally 
or otherwise. The question is whether what happened at this inter- 
view was a sufficient tender to prevent interest being thereafter 
charged. In my opinion, it was not. It is, I think, true that a tender 
for this purpose need not be such a tender as would afford a defence 
to an action at law, but where such tender is made conditional on the 
-xecution of a conveyance, it is necessary that a reasonable time should 
be allowed to obtain the execution of the conveyance, especially where 
the conveying parties are not those to whom tender is made. It 
was well known to the mortgagor’s solicitor that to tender a convey- 
ince to be executed by Garrod was useless, and that time would be 
‘equired to obtain a vesting order. I am, therefore, of opinion that 
the tender was not such as to deprive the mortgagees of their right in 
quity to interest, any more than it was such as to afford a good defence 
m the covenant at law. It was contended, however, that this action 
irose from the dispute as to who should pay the costs of the vesting 
der, and that the mortgagees were wrong in saying that these should 
be borne by the mortgagor. As a general rule, the costs of re-con- 
veyance fall on the mortgagor, and though it may be suggested that 
where the title has become complicated by the act of the mortgagee, 
it is hard on the mortgagor that he should bear extra costs, yet it 
must be remembered that he is asking to be relieved in equity from the 
legal consequences of his own act, and, while the court has always 
preserved his right to redeem, it has only allowed redemption on terms 
which were fair, if not liberal, to the mortgagee. Some stress was laid 
by the mortgagor on Rourke v. Robinson (1911, 1 Ch. 480). Assuming 
it to be an invariable rule that a mortgagee must, on being paid prin- 
cipal, interest and costs out of court, be prepared to hand over a con- 
veyance re-vesting the property in the mortgagor, and that a tender 
made conditionally on such a conveyance being given will relieve the 
mortgagor from further interest, still I do not see how this affects 
the question of the costs which the mortgagor ought to pay. If in a 
foreclosure action he would haye to pay the costs of a vesting order, I 
do not see why he should be relieved from these costs because the 
transaction is carried through without recourse to the court. No doubt 
the court can, on settling the terms on which a mortgagor may redeem, 
take into consideration any misconduct on the part of the mortgagee. 
Rourke v. Robinson was pre-eminently a case for the exercise of this 
power, but I cannot see that the defendants Crosse and Walker have 
been guilty of any misconduct. I have cofne to the conclusion that in 
this case there is nothing which would justify me in varying the usual 
terms on which the mortgagor is allowed to redeem.—CounseL, Romer, 
K.C., and F. Ford; C. Hartree. Sortcrrors, Mead d& Co., for FP. & 
A. FE. Chubb, Wells; Darley, Cumberland, & Co., for A. J. Mawer, 
Wells. 

[Reported sy WHITFIELD IIAves, Barrieter-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Solicitor Ordered to be Suspended. 
Dec. 20.—Roserr Ropcers, 218, Strand, London, W.C. Ordered to 


be suspended for six months. 





A man wae arrested, says the Central Law Journal, on the charge of 
robbing another of his watch and chain. There wae so little evidence, 
however. that the judge quickly said, ‘“‘ Diecharged!’’ The prisoner 
stood still in the dock, amazed at being given his freedom so soon. 
‘“You’re discharged,’’ repeated the judge. ‘‘You can go. You’re 
free.’ Still no move from the prisoner, who stood staring at the judge. 
You have been acquitted. Get out!” 


| shouted the judge. ‘‘ Well,’’ stammered the man, “do I have to give 
him back his watch and chain? ’* 
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Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships, &c. 


Dissolutions. 


Epwarp Heron ALLen, ArtHur FRANK DE FONBLANQUE, and JOHN 
Ricuarp Cuartes Rorrton, eolicitors (Allen & Son), 17, Carlisle-street, 
Soho-square, London. Dec. 16. So far as regards the said Edward 
Heron Allen, who retires from practice; the said Arthur Frank de 
Fonblanque and John Richard Charles Rotton will continue to practise 
in partnership under the eame style and at the same address. 


Wittiam Woopueap and CxHartes Joseph Hawortn, solicitors 
(Lowden & Co.), Pontefract, Featherstone and Castleford. Dec. 9. 


_Georce Henry Musk and Hersert VavucHan, solicitors (Musk & 
Vaughan), Woolwich. May [Gazette, Dec. 22. 


General. 


The Attorney-General will preside at the annual general meeting of 
~ Bar at the Inner Temple Hall on Thursday, the 18th of January, at 
15 p.m. 


The resignation, owing to ill-health, of Mr. H. C. Geldart, who has 
been chairman of the Huntingdonshire Quarter Sessions since 1905, is 
announced. We believe he was called to the Bar in 1865. 


The death is announced of Sir George Pringle, barrister-at-law, at 
the age of eighty-six. He was called to the Bar in 1853, and became 
arsistant secretary to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. In 1872 he 
became secretary and steward of manors to the same board. He held 
this. position until 1888, when he was succeeded by the late Sir Alfred 
de Bock Porter. He was knighted in 1882. . 


The Lord Chief Justice, says the Evening Standard, on the 22nd 
inst. entered his seventieth year. The second son of Thomas Webster, 
Master of the Bench of Lincoln’s Inn, Lord Alverstone followed his 
father’s profession, after being educated at King’s College School, the 
Charterhouse, and Trinity College, Cambridge. Called to the Bar in 
1868, he took silk within ten years, and was thrice appointed Attorney 
General. In 1900 he became Master of the Rolls, followed by his 
appointment as Lord Chief Justice, and in the same year received his 
baronetcy and peerage. ; 


In the High Court of Vienna, says an evening journal, the question 
has just been raised for the first time whether a will is valid if written 
with the typewriter. A Viennese actress, Fraulein’ Hilde Grosner, 
petitioned to set aside the typewritten will of her grandfather, by 
which she was disinherited. It was duly signed by the testator and 
attested by three witnesses as prescribed in Austria, but the petitioner's 
lawyer argued that the statute says that the will must be written, and 
says nothing about one printed as with the typewriter. After a long 
argument the court decided that the will was valid on the ground that 
the typewriter is as much an instrument of writing as the pen, though 
more complicated, and pointed out that it could not be expected that 
the Austrian civil code should expressly mention typewriters, as it 
was promulgated just a century before these machines were invented. 


A New York court has, says the American Case and Comment, 
refueed a certificate of incorporation to ‘‘ The Souse Club,” a social 
organization of wealthy New Yorkers. The would-be incorporators set 
forth that the club was organized ‘for social, literary and athleti: 
purposes, and for mutual improvement.’’ But the court could not 
underetand how a club adopting for its name the colloquial term 
‘souee '’ could operate for mutual improvement, and accordingly wrote 
on the petition the word ‘ denied,”’ on the ground that the use of such 
a name would be against public policy. Justice Goff, of the New York 


Supreme Court, also refused to sign a certificate of incorporation of | 


the ‘‘ Aguigas Achim M’Hal Adas Yeshurum Organisation.”’ He said : 
**'The title is unintelligible. It should be in the English language. | 
cannot tell what it imports. Very likely it imports what is legal and 
proper, but to warrant approval a judge ehould understand what he 
approves 

It is disappointing, says the 7'imes, to see that expenditure on London 
pauperism has increased The return for the year ended 3lst of 
March last has not yet been issued, but Mr. Burns has just announced 
that the total expenditure on relief of the poor and purposes con 
nected therewith, including expenditure on loans for the twelve months, 
amounted approximately to £5,917,000. This is a net rise of £52,895. 
There must have been a considerable reduction of cost in the half- 
year to March last, owing to the removal from the workhouses and 
outdoor lists of over 11,000 paupers who accepted the old age pension. 


The rise in the maintenance of indoor paupers during the half-year to | 


31st of March was responsible for £40,210 of the £60,019 increase. The 
total amount expended on maintenance for the half-year was £615,412, 
which was higher than that of any of the preceding years back to 
1902, and the rate per head of the population was 2s. 83d., as against 
2s. 6$d. in the first half of 1910. Outdoor relief cost £149,235 for the 


half-year ended 30th of September, 1910, or an increase of £387; and | 


the amount for the half-year ended 31st of March last was £126,888, 
a saving of £19,287, or 13°2 per cent. This decrease was due to some 
extent to the reduction in the number of persons in receipt of relief 
owing to the removal of the pauper disqualification under the Old Age 
Pensions Act. 





His Honour Judge Edge sat for the last time, says the Times, at 
the Clerkenwell County Court on the 22nd inst., the occasion of his 
retirement being marked by expressions of regret and good wishes 
from Mr. G. F. Kingham, barrister, Mr. A. M. Bramall, solicitor to 
the Islington Borough Council, and other members of the Bar and 
solicitors practising in the court. Judge Edge said it was difficult 
indeed without considerable emotion to reply to the exceedingly kind 
remarks that had been addressed to him. It was very kind of the 
speakers, and he took it as a great kindness that they had left their 
practice to come and say good-bye. Of course, the saying of good-bye 
was painful to him, but it was some consolation to him to know that 
from all sides he had received testimonials to his conduct while 
he had been judge, and that he had given satisfaction to a large extent 
amongst the litigants of the court. His successor had been known to 
him for a good many years. Judge Howland Roberts was a gentle- 
man of experience, an able lawyer, and a most painstaking judge. As 
to the future, it was a matter of considerable doubt as to what he 
should do, but he believed that, as was generally said in workmen’s 
compensation cases, he was still able to do some light work. He 
hoped he should not rust for some time to come. 








Royat Navat Cortiecr, Ossorne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for “ How to 
Become a Naval Officer” (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an_ illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and _Dart- 
mouth,—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W. [Apvt.] 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Jan. 4.—Mesers. H. E, Foster & Cramrretp, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, Life 
Policies, &c. (see advertisement, back page, this week). 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Dec. 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourrep im Caanorey. 


ANGLO-PORTUGUESE PETROLEUM Co, LTD (IN LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on 
or before Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Charles Harrison Mounsey, 24, Coleman st, liqui iator. 

BEXLEYBEATH COAL Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 22, to send their 
names and addre-ses, and full particalars of their debt: or claims, to Edward James 
Lyon, 10 and 11, Jessel chmbrs, 88, Chancery In, liquidator. 

CHARLES PLUMMER, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 6, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to BernarJo Toomas 
Crew, George st West, luton, liquidator. 

DorsET CEMENT Co, LTD —Petn for windixg up, presented D>c. 7, directed to be heard at 
the Town Hail, Poole, Jan 16 at 11.80 Marrable, 57, High West st, Dorchester, solors 
to the petners Notie of ap earing must reach the above named not Jater than 6 
o'clock in the after oon of Jan 13. 

EAST COAST ENGINEERING AND SHIP REPAIRING Co, LtD—Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Mowbray Thompson, Pilgrim st, Neweastle on Tyne, liquidator. 

ELECTRICAL TRUST, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or be- 
fore Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to A. Garton Ash, 13, Finsbury circus, liquidator. 

FINLAND TRADING Uo, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on 
or before Jan 22%, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to H. J. Turner, 4, Broad Street pl, liquidator. 

KENT OvTCROP COAL SYNDICATE, LTD —Petn for winding-up. presented Dec 15, directed 
to be heard Jan 16. Sharpe & C:, 12, New ct, Carey st,; Agsnts for Monckton & Co, 
Maid:tone, solors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach Sharpe & Vo, 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 15. 

NESTI OIL SYNDICATE, LTD—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 8, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Francis 
William Darch, 20, E.stcheap. Cave & Co, 20, Eastcheap, solors for the liquidator. 

SHEPHERDS GUARANTEE Co, LTD (IN VoLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required 
on or before Jan 22, to send their names ani addresses, ani the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to John MeNicol, 274, Oxford rd, Manchester Cobbett & Co, Man- 
che.ter, solors for the liqui sator 

}ARDY GATE MANUFACTURING Co, LT0.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 15, 
to send their names and addresses, a’ d the particulars of their, debts or claims, to 
James Todd, 7, Winckley sq. Prest mn. Turner & Sons, Preston, solurs for the 
liquidator 

Ux-frowr GoLD MINE, LTpD(18 LIQUIDATION),—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 
31, wosend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or cisims, 
to J. Walter Vincent, 6, Holborn via tuct. liquidator 

WILLIAM SHAW (VicToRIA) Ltp —Creditors are required. on or before Jan 31, to send 
their namesani addresses, and the particulars of their debts r claims, to Gilbert 
Paul Norton, Station st bldzs, Hudderstield. Walter and E. H. Foster, solora to the 
liquidator. 


London Gazette.—TuEspDAyY, Dec 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liuitsp 1m Omancest. 


| CRYSTAL PALACE RrpE Co, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 22, directed to be 


heard Jan 16. Robbins & Co, 218, Strand, agents for Abbot & Co, Shannon ct, 
Bristol. solors for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above named 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 15. 

Henry THomson & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederic 
William Smith, New inn chmbrs, Gloucester, liquidator 

LODGE- MUIRHEAD WIRELESS AND GENERAL TELEGRAPHY SYNDICATE, LTD (IN VuLUN- 
TARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are :equired, on or before Feb 14, to send tueir names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Farrar & Co, Wardrobe 
pl, Doctors’ Commons, solors for the liquidator 
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Maison ARTHUR, *LTD—Creditors are required, on or |b2fore Jan 24, to send their 

addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harold John 
de Courcy Moore, 2, Gresham bidgs, Basinzhall st, liquidator. 

Tavrisy's, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 21, directed to be heard Jan 16. 

Stokes & Stokes, 21, Great St Helens, Agents for Criddle & Criddle, Newcastle upon 

Tyne, solors for the petnrs. Notice of apoearing must reach the above named not 


names and 


' 
: later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 15. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette. —FRt0ay, Das, 22. 


FINLAND TRADING Co, LTD. 

PONTYPRIDD AND RHONDDA RINKS, LTD. 
THOMAS STANIFORTH & Co, LTD. 

COLLIE PROPRIETARY COAL FIELDS OF W.A., LTD. 
SUNBEAM BLESCH Co, LTD. 
JOHANNESBURG DAIRY SYNDICATE, LTD. 
ALHAMBRA ROLLER RINK Co, LTD. 

M.E.J. SYNDICATE, LTD. 

CROWN BREWERY (SHEFFIELD) LTD. 

* Preces OF EIGHT” SYNDICATE, LTD. 
CHERITON FITZPAINE Dairy Co, LTD 
Saxe REGISTER Co, LTD (Reconstraction). 
VocaList Co, Ltp. 

WALTON QUARRY AND BRICK Co, Ltp 
LONLON AND MIDLAND Dest CoLLEcTING Co, LtpD. 
RHODESIA THREE CAEERS SYNDICATE, LTD. 
UNIVERSAL SHOE MACHINERY Co, LTD. 
ELECTRICAL Trust, LTD. 

SHEPHERDS GUARANTRE Co, LTD. 
MOHOCHANG MINING SYNDICATE, LTD. 
ELECTRIC AND GENERAL ASSURANCE, LTD. 
Hirscn SYNDICATE, LTD. 

CARBURATION, LTD. 

RAWORTH’s TRACTION PATENTS, LTD. 


London Gazett2.—TOESDAY, Dae, 26. 


AppeEY CLUB (FAVERSHAM), LTD. 

WILLIAM PRIESTLEY, LTD. 

(ity INSURANCE AND INVESTMENT TRUST, LTD. 
ALLIED INVESTORS’ CORPORATION, LTD 

INDEMNITY ASSOCIATION, LTD. 

GWERNYMILWR LAND Co, LTD. 

WRIGHT, CLARK AND WALLIS, LTD. 

WILLIAM GILPIN, Sen, & Co, Ltp (Reconstruction), 


LODGE MUIRHEAD WIRELESS AND GENERAL TELEGRAPOY SYNDICATE, LTO. 


AUSTRAL, LTD. 

* SOFALA” SHIPPING Co, LTD. 
GREENWAY, CLIVE, VALE & Co, LTD. 
SHeBa Crown, LTp. 

ANDALUCIAN OIL FIELDS, LTD. 
ARGYLLS LIVERPOOL, LTD. 

Esskx ELECTRIC THEATRES. LTD. 
IBERIAN STEAMSHIP CO, LTD. 
INTERNATIONAL FEROZONE Co, LTD, 


Manchester 


fields 


Cannon st 





DOKE, WILLIAM WoopwArkD, Wimbledon Jan19 Field & Co, Liverpool 

EATON, ANNIE, Eastbourne Jan 19 Field & Co, Liverpool 

FERRIER, JOHN Best, Cardiff, Merchant Jan 9 Harrison & Hann, Cardiff 

FORSHAW, THOMAS SCARLETT, Matlock, Derby Jan 20 Macher & son, Liverpdol 
GILLING, JANE, Madeley rd, Ealing Feb 1 Boyes & Son, Barnet, Herts 

HARDIE, JAMES MACDONALD, Liverpool, Theatrical Manager Jan 25 Scholfield & Co, 


JACKSON, CAROLINE MARION, Pont st Jan22 Maynard & Maynard, Linooln’s inn 


JENNINGS, JAMES PLUMMER, Liverpool Jan 22 Evans & Co, Liverpool 

JONES, THOMAS, Carnarvon, Licensed Victu:ller Jan 20 Allauson & Co, Carnarvon 
TAMBERT, MARY ANN, Beresford rd, Finsbury Park Feb1 Vant, Que:n Victoria xt 
LEWI3, MARGARET, Aberbargoed, Mon Jan 20 Lewis & Co, Merthyr Tydfil 

LINTON, THOMAS LYON, Coleoy, Lincs Jan 20 Brogden, Lincola 

MARiIN, WILLIAM THOMAS, Dudley Feb1 Morton, Dudley 

MASON, JAMES CAPE, Tolleriton, Yorks, Farmer Feb 1 Kobson, Pocklington 
Moork, GeorGE, York Febl Dent & Scruton, York 

Mowat, Mrs OLIv8, Sheffield Feb 3 Wilson & Co, Sheffield 

PARKINSON, AGNES. Bootle, Lancs Jan19 Field & Co, Liverpool 

PONSFORD, JOHN BATTING, Fitzjames av, West Kensingtoa Jan 22 Matthews & Co, 


RAINSFORD, Rey MARCUS, Suss x gdns, Paddington Jan 26 P-tch & Co, Bed ‘ord row 
Roberts, JAMES HARRY, BexhillouSea Jan19 F eld & Co, Liverpooi 

ROBSON, Sir HENRY, Aubrey Lodge, Notting Hill Feb2 Murray & Co, Birchin In 
Ross, JAMES BAKER, South 3 ields Feb 28 Renaol ison, Svut’ Shields 


RUSSELL, ANNIE MARTHA, Chesilton rd Fulham Jan 22 Lister, Toavies inn 

SIMPSON, JAMES, Morpeth Feb 1 Pybus & Sons, Newcastle upon Tyne 

SMITH, ANN, Thornaby on Te 8, Yorks Febl Faber & Co, Stocktod on Tees 

SMITH, ARTHUR TRAVIS, Myddeltonsq Jan 29 ‘Tyler, Clement's inn 

SUTTON, HENRY, St George's 8q, Westminster Feb 19 Wood & Co, Great James st 
THORNTON, MARY ANNE, Souchborough, Kent Jan 20 Bedford & Welisted, New- 


haven 


THURSTON, STRANGE CHAPMAN, Harrogate Jan 31 Barrett & Curtis, Leeds 

TOMPKUNS, SARAH ANNE, Cavers am, Oxon Jan20 Burt & Maslea, Bournemouth 

TROTTER, ANNE ELIZABETH, Kidbrook Park rd, Blackheath Jan 31 Williams & James, 
Norfolk House, Thames embankment 

VANSITTART, ARTHUR GEORGE, St Jamesst Mar25 Johnson & Co, New sq, Lincoln's 


VESSEY, SARAH, Ramsey, Huntingdon Jan 26 Atkinson & Sons, Doncaster 


WALLIS, WILLIAM SAMUEL, Nortna Side, Clapham Common Jan 20) Wrensted & Co, 


Queen Victoria st 


Watts, ANNA MARIA, West Halkin st Jan 31 Walker, Dewsbury 

WATTS, WILLIAM, Bromley, Kent Jan 22 Watts & Bouskell, Leicester 

WILLIAMS, MARY, Cardiff Jaa 23 Williaws & Prichard, Cardiff 

WILLIAMS, SARAH ADOLINE, Manchester Janu 31 Simpson & Simpson, Manchester 
WILLIAMS >N, EMMA, Uxbridge, Middix Jan 2z Harvey & Green, Uxbr.dge 
WILLIAMSCN, LEONARD HASLOP, Buxton, Drysalter Jan 3) Simpson & Simpson, 


Manch. ster 


ion telds 


WoRTHAM, FLORENCE May, Clewer, Wiudsor Jan 31 Lee & Pembertons, Lincolu’s 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 26, 


ADAMS, ELIZABETH, Wolstanton, Staffs Jan 26 Ellis, Burslem 

ASCHER, HANNAH, Sutherland ay Jan 31 Beckingsale & Co, Copthall av 

Bush, E.iza, Brighton Jan 31 Davy, Bristol 

DopsoN, GEORGE, Easc Retford, Notts, Varter January 12 Bescoby & Williamson, 


East. Retford 


FARNSWORTH, KATE, Salford, Lancs Jan 21 Dixon & Co, Manchester 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram, 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec. 


BRiIDGENS, MARY, Small Heath, Birmingham Feb9 Rigbey, Birmingham 
KROADAURS?, HENRY, JP. Cromer Jan 31 Rodgsrs & Co, Walbrouk 
BROUGHALL, SARAH ELIZABETH, St Martin’s, Salop Jan 30 , 
BURKIT?T, JAMES, Dacre pk, Lee ter, Blackheath Jan 31 Bird & Bird, Gray’s inn sq 
BoTcHER, HORACE, Gosforth Feb1 Gee, Newcastle upon Tyne 

CLaRY, JOHN, Slough, Bucks, Accountant Jan 18 Barrett & Son, Slough 
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Seagrove & Co, Chancery In 


bury 8q 


FLEICHER, RANDOLPG, Ecclestield, near Sheffield, Dyer Jan %1l Marshail, Halifax 
GIRDLESTONE, ELIZABETH FRANCES, Ciifton, Bristol Jan 31 Emmet & Co, Bloom:- 


HARRISON, [HOMAS, Brandon st, Walworth Jan 31 Wood, Chancery In 

HART, ARTHUR, Wellington st, strand, Theatrical Manager Jan 27 Sharp, Jermyn st 
HILL, HENRY, Olton, Warwick Jau28 Walker & Meek, Birmingnam 

HOSKIN, CHARLES, Wadebridge, Cornwall, Butcher Jan3l_ Ellis, Wadebridge 
JOHNSON. BENJAMIN SAMURBL, Northampton Jan 22 Darnell & Price, Northampton 


LANGFORD-JONES, HANNAH, Bangor, Carnarvon Feb1 Jones, Bangor 


Fiusbury 


COLLINGWOOD, ROBERT EDWARD, Rochdale Jan 27 Standring & Co, Rochdale Loftus 


DANCE, GEORGE, Handsworth, Birmingham Jan1 Hooper & Barker, Birm ngham 
Davis, MARK, Brondesbury rd, Kilourn Feb 1 Davis, Pal! mall é ; 
Dopps, THOMAS GEORGE BosWALL, MD, Cirencester Jan 15 Smith & Borradaile 


Fleet st 


7 e 
Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec 22, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALLISON, THOMAS, Heeley, Sheffield, Tram Duiver 
Sheffield Pet Vec 18 Ord Dec 18 

ALLUM, FRANCIS, Poplar grove, Shepherd's Bush, Com- 
mercial Traveller HighCourt Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

ANDERSON, JOHN WILLIAM, and ALFRED JAWES ANDER- 
80N, Middiesbrough, Mattress Makers Middlesbrough 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

BAILEY, JOHN JAMES, Sydney rd, Hor: sey, Wood Carver 
High Court Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

Baker, THoMaSs, Abertridwr, Glam, Labourer Ponty- 
pridd Pet Vec 18 Ord Dec 18 


Brown, ERNES€ ALBERT, Broadmayne, nr Dorchester, | 


Plumber Dorchester Pet Vec19 O.d Dec 19 

Bryck, GkorGs, Farnham, Surrey, Coal Merchant Guild- 
ford Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec ww 

CaPRON, Captain GORGE, West Drayton, Middlx 
Windsor Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 19 

CHE NELL, ALFRED PHILIP TALMAGE, Park Town, Oxford, 
Riding Master Oxford Pet Dec 20 Ura Dec 20 

Cox, RAYMOND HARDING, Jermyn ct, Jermyn st High 
Court Pet Oct 31 Ord Dec 19 

DANIELS, THOMAS JONES, Port Talbot, Glam, Ironmonger 
Neath Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 2% 

DaSH, CHARLES MITCHELL, Gosport, Hants, Builder 
Portsmoutn Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 

DAYKIN, FRANCIS HERBEKT, West Hallam, Derby, Builder 
Derby Pet Dec 20 wrd Dec 20 

DE JoTEMPS, ComTg P, Lowndes st, Lowndes sq High 
Court Pet Oct 27 Ord Dec 11 

DENT, JAMES CHARLES, North Ormesby, Yorks, Butcuer’s 
Assistant Middlesbrough Pet Dec19 Ord Dec 19 








DE VARAGURK, MaRIE FELIX, Albewarle st, Robe and 
Mantle Maker High Court Pet Nov 2) Ord Dee 19 

DIFFEY, GEORGE, Bournemouth, Fi hmonger Puvuole Pet 
D-c18 Ord Dec 18 

DUNMORE, JOHN KICHARD, and PETER DoBes ROBINSON, 
Leicester, Oil Refiners Leicester Pet Dec 19 Ord 
Dec 19 

FALLOWES, EDWARD RATCLIF¥#, Bramhall, Cheshire, 
Farmer Stockport vet Dec 16 Ord Dec 1 

FALLOWES, WILLIAM MASON, Bramhall, Cheshire, Farmer 
Stockport Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

GREGORY, HERBERT ROBERT, Sneinton Hill, Nottingham, 
taker Cambridge Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

GURNEY, WILLIAM JOHN, Nantsgio, Mon, Grocer 
Tredegar Pet Dec19 word Dec 19 

HAsT1INnGs, A G, Portland rd, Notting Hill, Financial Agent 
High Court Pet Augll Ord Oc. 6 

HAWKINS, WILLIAM SIDNEY, Paignton, Devon, Journey- 
man Joiner Plymouth Pet vec i9 Ord Dec ly 

HvuGi#es, EDWARD TaLFOURD, New Eltham, Kent, Solicitor 
ureenwich Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 19 

Jacon, RICHARD JOHN, Ynyshir, Glam, Draper Ponty- 
pridd Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

KAY, CHARLES SMITH, Leeds, Journeyman Blind Fitter 
Leeds Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

KNIGHT, A, Hoe st Bridge, Walthamstow, Tailor High 
Court Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 18 

LAWS, FREDERICK JOSEPH, Framlingham, Suffo'k, Grocer 
Ipswich Pet Dec 20 Ord Vec 20 

LOFTING, FREDERICK, Chapel st, Edgware rd, Iroamonger 
High Court Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

MORETON, JOHN, Baddiley, nr Nantwich, Ca‘tle Dealer 
Nantwich Pet Dec 1 Ord Dec 19 

NAccI, DoMINIOO, Lewisham, Kent, Biscuit Maker Green- 
wich Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 19 

NICHOLLS, WALTER JOHN, Great Yarmouth, Fishing Boat 
Owner Great Varmwouth Pet Dec is “rd Dec 18 





LEEMING, ZILPAH, Maidstone Jan 5 Wilson & Son, Basinghall st 

LEES, SARAH ELIZABETH, Funtenoy rd, Balham Jan 31 Hepworth & Co, South pl 
Mycock, CATHERINE, On2cote, Staffs Jan 27 Freeman & Brindley, Lea Bridge rd, 
NEWNHAM, JAMES ASHBY, Hounslow Jan 31 Robinson, Ho inslow 

ROBINSON, JOHN ROWLAND, Loftus, Yorks, Ironfounder Jan 24 Hogzett & Bicon, 
ROBINSON, MARGARET, Blackburn Jan 31 Uvyhurst, Blackburn 

WATERER, JOHN, Chertsey, Surrey, Auctioneer Feb 3 Paine & Co, Chertsey 

WEBBER, ANN, Northampton 


Jan 22 Darnell & Price, Northamp‘on 


NoTaras, M BE, Piccadilly, Tobacconist High Court Pet 
lx Ord Dec 20 

PALMER, FreDERICK JAMES, Brabourae Lees, Kent, 
Butcher Canterbury Pet Dec 18 Ord Dev 18 

PEARSON, JOHN KOBERT JEFFS, Church st, Camberwell, 
Photographer High Court Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

Rowk & WkiGuHt, Portsmouth, Bulders Portsmouth 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Dee 20 

SaLwaY, JOHN, St Albans, Herts, Commercial Traveller 
St Albans Pet vec 20 Ord Dec 20 

STANCER, WALTER, Undercliffe, Bradford, Nurseryman 
Keadford Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

STE\D, CHARLES, York, Provision Dealer York Pet Dec 
18 Ord Dee 18 

STRATFORD, Horacg OLIVER, Horley, Surrey Croydon 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec i9 

THEAKER, GEORGE, Nottingham, Grocer Nottingham 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

THURMAN, SAMUEL, Retford, Draper Lincoln Pet Dec 19 
0.d Dee 19 

Way, NORMAN BANNISTER, Sunderland, Solicitor Sun- 
derland Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 19 

WILSON, ELIZABETH, Suacerland Sunderland P.t Dec 
i8 Ord Des 18 

WISEMAN, MAX, Newrd, Whitechapel, Furrier H'gh Court 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

FIR3T MEETINGS. 


ALLUM, FRANCIS, Poplar-grove, Shepherd's Bush Com- 
mercial Traveller Jan 5 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey 8t 


ATTEKBY, SYDNEY THOMAS, Spalding, Lincs Pawnbroker 


Jan 2 at 11.45 Law Courts, Peterborough 


Avgny, JosePH, Low Fell, Du:ham, Drysalter Jan 5 at 


ll Olt Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 
BAILEY, JOHN JAMES, Sydney rd, Hornsey, Wood Carver 
Jan6atl12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
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Baker, Taomas, Abertridwr, Glam, Labourer Jan 2 at 
11.15 St Catherine’s chmbrs, 58t Catherine's st, Ponty- 
pridd 

Brown, ERNEST ALBERT, 
Piumber Jan 2 at 12.45 
Catherine st. Salisbury 

CHADNEY, WILLIAM, Caerau, nr Maesteg, Glam, Colliery 
Labourer Dec 30 at il 117, 5t Mary st, Cardiff 

CHANCELLOR, STEPHEN SACKETT, Margate, Confe ti ner 
Jan latii1.15 Off Ree, #84. Castle st, Canterbury 

CLARK, ArTHUR, EKarlstown, Lancs, House Furnisher 
Dee 30 at 12 Off Rec, B. rom st, Manchester 

x, RAYMOND HARDING, Jermyn ct, Jermyn st 
at Il Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

DASH, CHARL#S MITCHELL, Gosport, Hante, 
4at% Of Ree, Cambridge junc, High 
mouth 

DAVIks, Lewis, Blackwood, Mon, Tailor Dec 30 at 11 

144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

DENNES, FRANCIS BELL, Lowestoft, Bassinette 
Dec 30 atl Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

DE VARAGUE, MARIE FELIX, Maddox st, Robe and Mantle 
Maker JanSati Bankruptcy blidgs, Carey st 

DirrekyY, GEORGE, Bournemouth, Fismonger Jan 1 at 11 
off Res, Midland bank chmbrs, High st, South- 
ampton 

DUNMORE 
Leicester, 


nt Dorchester, 
City chmbrs, 


Broadmayne, 
Off Rev, 


Jan 3 


Builder Jan 
st, Ports- 
Off 
Rec, 


Dealer 


and PETER 
Dee 30 at i2 


JOHN RICHARD, 
Oil Refiners 
terridge st, Leicester 
GILES, FREDERICK, St 
Dealer Dee 30 at 


DoBB3 ROBINSON, 
Off Rec, 1 
Clements, Oxforl, Furniture 
12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
HoLMAN, Epwarp Joun, Crewe, Saddler Jan 1 at 11.30 
Of Rec, King st, Newcastle, Stafford 
Jacon, RicHarp JouNn, Ynyshir, Glam, Draper Jan 3 at 
11.15 St Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine's st, Ponty- 
pridd 
JEFFERSON, FREDERICK JOHN Kingston upon Hull, Grocer 
Jan Zatil.30 Of Rec, York City Bink chmbrs, Low- 
gate, Hall 
JonxES, JOHN OWEN, Talysarn, Carnarvon, Carrier Dec 30 
at 2 Prince of Wales, Cirnarvon 
KAY, CHARLES SurrH, Leeds, Journeyman Blind Fitter 
Dec 30 at ll Off Kec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
KENNEDY, WILLIAM JOHNSON, Stretford, Lancs, Builder 
De: 30at 10.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
KNiGut, A, Hoe sat, Bridge, Walthaustow, Tailor 
at iZ HKankruptcy bidge, Carey st 
KYNDER, Heapert, Ashton under Lyne, Commercial 
Traveller Dec 30 at ll Olf Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 
LOFTING, FREDERICK. Chapel st, Edzware rd Ironmonger, 
1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
JOSEPH CHARLES, Derby, Fish Dealer Dee 30 
Off Kee, 5, Victoria bidg-, London rd, Derby 
ROBERT, Newport, Mon, Builder Dee 30 
Ort Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 
‘Kk, LEONARD, Darlington, Durham, Railway Clerk 
wat 11.30 Off Ree, Court chubrs, Albeit rd, 
Middlesbrough 
VACCI, DOMINICO, Lewisham, Kent, Biscuit Maker 
atl 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 
Norakas, M E, Piccadilly, Tobacconist Jan 4 at Li 
Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 
PAGG!, FRANCESCO, Margate Jan 3 at 11 
bidzs, Carey st 
PALIN, JOHN Forster, Ilkeston, Derby, Insurance Super 
intendent Jan Latl2 Off Rec, 4, Castie pl, Park st, 
Nottingham 
PEARSON, JOHN ROBERT 
Photographer Jan 3 
st 
Rees, THOMAS 
Dec 3 


Jn4 


at 


Jan 4 


Bankruptcy 


JEFFS, 
at lz 


Church st, Camberwell, 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 


Ogmore Vale, Glam, Colliery Labourer 
atil.30 117, 8t. Mary +t, Card # 
STANCER, WALTER, Underciitfe, Bradford, Nurseryman 
Dec 20atll Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
STEAD, CHARLES, York, Provision Dealer Dec 30 12 
Ree, The Ked House, Duncombe p!, York 

STRATFORD, HORACE OLIVER, Horley Surcey Jan 5 at 1130 
132, York rd, Westminser Bridge rd 

THOMAS, RICHARD, REES WILLIAMS and THomas J 
GiOWER, Ystalyfera, Glam, Builders Jan2atil Off 
Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's st, Swans«a 

TINKER, LEONARD AND HARRY TINKER, Stalybridge. 
Cheshire, Smallware Dealers Dec 30 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

WHITE, Grore@#, Boston, Lincs, Motor Engineer Jan 2 at 
12.15 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 

WISEMAN, MAX, New rd, Whitechapel, Furrier Jan 3 at 
1 Bankruptcy bidg:, Carey st 


off 


Amended notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 15: 


DE ROCKLAND, ComT#, St James’ st, Piccadilly, Banker 

,0DIN, WILLIAM Henny, WILFRED HAKRY STUART 
Boptn, avd FRANK NORMAN BOopDIN, Leamington, 
Sanitary Engineers Dec 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, High 
st, Coventry 


Amenied notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 19: 


ISSELL, RICHARD THOMAS, Dartmouth, Devon, Boot Dealer 
Jan 1 at 12.30 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALLISON, THOMAS, Sheffiel!, Tram Driver Sheffield Pet 
Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

ALLUM, FRANCIS, Pop ar grove, 
mercial Yraveller High Court 
Dec 18 

ANDERSON, JoHN WILLIAM. and ALFRED JAMES ANDER- 
SON, pMiddiesbrough, Mattress Makers 
broungh Pet Decil Ord Dec 138 

BAILEY, Jous JAMES, Sydaey rd, Hornsey, Wo d Carver 
High Court Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

Baker, THOMAS, Abertridwr. Glam, Labourer 
pridd Pet Dee 18 Ord Dec 18 

BAYL#Y, CHARLES FREDERICK, Margate, 
Canterbury Pet Dec] Ord Dee 16 

BENTLEY, BEDE J FF, Throgmorton av 
Sept 5 Ord Dec 19 

BRENNER, Morats, Albion 
High Court PetOct 28 Ord De 18 

BROWN, ERNEST ALBERT, Broadmayne, nr Dorchester, 
Dorset, Plumber Dorchester Pet Deci9 Ord De:1 

BUNN, PETER COULSON, Lombard s’, Company Promoter 
High Court Pet Sept 9 Ord Dec i9 

CHAMBERLAIN, ALBERT EDWAKD, Welbeck 
High Court Pet Nov 3 Ord Dec 19 

CHENNELL, ALFRED PHILIP TALMAGE, Oxford, 
Master Oxford Pet Dec 20 O:d Dec 20 

Crick, HAROLD, Billiter Square bldgs, Solicitor 
Court Pet Sept 5 Ord Dee 20 

DAVIES, HAROLD Victor, Ogmore Vale,Glam, Ir»nmonger 
Cardiff Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 12 

DAYKIN, FRANCIS HERBERT, West Hallam, Derby, Builder 
Derby Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 20 

DENT, JAMES CHARLES, North Ormesby, Yorks, B tcher's 
Assistant Middlesbrough Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

DIFPEY, GEORGE, Bournemouth, Fishmonger Pvole Pet 
Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

Driver, JOHN GEORGE, Garston, Liverpool, 
Liverpool Pet Decs Ord Dee +0 

DUNMORE, JOHN RICHARD, an] PETER DoBBs ROBINSON, 
Leicester, Oil Retiners Leicester Pet Dec 19 Ord 
Dec 19 

FALLOWES, EDWARD RATCLIFFE Brauhall, Ch-shire, 
Farmer Stockport Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 

FALLow«es, WILLIAM M ASON, Bramhall, Cheshire, Farmer 
Stockport Pet D.cl6é Ord Dec 16 

Gopp RD, NORMAN MOLYNEvX, Bouverie st 
Pet Novi0 Ord Dee 20 

GURNEY, WILLIAM JoHsS, Nantyglo, Mon,Grocer Trede- 
gar Pet vec 19 Ord Dec ly 

HAWKINS, WILLIAM SIDNEY, Paignton, Devon, Journey- 
man Joiner Plymouth Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

HoLMAN, EowARD JouN, Crewe, Siddier Nantwich 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 19 

JAacoB, RICHARD JOHN, Ynyshir, Glam, Draper 
prid Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 

KAY, CHARLES SMITH, 
Leeds Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 19 

LANE, ALFRED, Newbury, Jobmaster 
23 Ord Dec 18 

LAWS, FREVERICK JOSEPH, Framlingham, Suffolk, Grocer 
Ipswich Pet Dec 20 Ord Dee % 

LOFTING, FREDERICK, Chapel st, Edgware rd, Ironmonger 
High Court Pet Dec 18 Ord beci8S , 

MCKINNES, Peter, Edgwarerd High Court Pet Nov 29 
Ord Dee ww 

NICHOLLS, WALTER JOHN, 
Boat Owner 
Dec 18 

PALMER, FREDERICK JAMES, Brabourne Lees, 
Butcher Canterbury Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

SALWAY, JOHN, St Albans, Herts, Commercial Traveller 
St Albans Pet Decj20 Ord Dee 20 

STANCER, WALTER, Undercliffe, Bradford, 
Bradford - Pet Dec 18 _Ord Dec 18 


Com- 
Ord 


Shepherd's Bush. 
Pet Dec 18 


Ponty- 
Hotel Proprietor | 
Pet 


High Court 


bldgs, Aldersgate, Furrier 


st, 
Riding 
High 


Chemist 


High Court 


Ponty- 


Newbury Pet Nov 


Great Yarmouth, Fishing 
Great Yarmouth Pet Dec 18 Ord 


Kent, 


Middles- | 


Sargeon | 


Leeds, Journeymin Blind Fitter | 


Nurseryman 


STEAD, CHARLES, 45, Alma ter, pat, Provision Dealer 
ork Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 1 
THEAKER, GEORGE, Neutegham, Grocer Nottingham 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Dec 19 
THURMAN, SAMUEL, Retford, Draper Lincoln Pet Dee 
19 Ord Dec 19 
N, ELIZABETH, Sunderland Sunderland 
Ord Dec 18 
WISEMAN, MAX, New rd, Whitechapel, Furrier High Court 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 1 18 


YOUNG, GEORGE ~——s Margate, Stationer Canterbury 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Dee 1 


Amended Notice Daihiai for that ene in the 
London Gazette of Nov 14: 
PRIGOSHEN, BORIS MORRIS, Aldgate av . holesale Manu. 


fasturiug Farrier High Court Pet Oct 6 Ord Noy 
10 


Pet Dec 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 


Top, WILLIAM, Manchester sq High Court Adjud June 
27 Annul Dec 14 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dac. 26, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
| CuckerT, Argtnua M, Southwick, Sussex Brighton Pet 
Nov 22 Ord Dee 20 
Carrres, Epwarp, Great Grimsby, Mate of a Steam 
Trawler Great Grimsby Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 
Cummina, James, Eecles, Lancs, Solicitor’s Clerk Salford 
Pet Dec 1l Ord Dee 21 
| Gaeavay, Jouy, —_ Coal Merchant Nantwich 
et Dec 22 Ord Dee 
Harcoyse, Jamas, Trealam, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet"Dec 21 Ord Dec 2 
Harvey, Artuca hy ~ Baker Birm'ng- 
ham Pet Dec6 Ord Dee 2 
Harvey, Peacy Coomss, Poole, Dorset, Wheelwright 
Poole Pet Dec 21 Urd Dee 21 
Houvanps, Titpex, Rainham, at Narserymaa 
| Rochester Pet Dee 21 Ord Dec 2 
Howett, James SroxKes, Hereford, Cycle and Motor 
Engineer Sereford Pet Dec 21 ‘Ord Dec 21 
Huosos, Joun Crane, Thornton by Horncastle, Lincs 
Lincoln Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 
| Izop, Hersest Wiitiam, Church rd, Upper Norwood, 
Engineer High Court Pet May23 Ord Dec 15 
Movoney, Wittiam, jun, Aberkenfig, Glam, Labourer 
Cardiff Pet Dec 2z Ord Dec 22 
Ormexop, Wittiam, Blackburn, Meat Salesman Black- 
burn Pet Dec 21 Ord Dee 21 
Rocers, Herseat Georce, Abingdon, Berks, Motor 
Engineer Oxford Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 
Syarra, Georas, North Shields, Fish Merchant New- 
castle upon Tyne Pet Dec 2i Ord Dee 21 
Sorre, Apyga Jenvey, Burton Salmoa. Yorks, Licensed 
Victualler Wakefield Pet Dic2l Ord Dec 21 
| Sraee, Husert Caances, Callington, Cornwall, Licensed 
Victualler Plymouth Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 
Taytos, Josep Hagay, Chester, Boat Builder Chester 
Pet Dee 22 Ord Dec 22 
Wituiramsos, Argtaur, Molesey Park, Surrey Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Decll Ord Dec 22 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
| Ane, Tuomas, Sheffield, Tram Driver Jan 4 at 12 
tf Rec, Figtree la, Sheffield 
| Caumv, Josera Pat, Baller rd, Wood Green, Coal 
Merchant Jan5at 12 Off Rec, Bedford row 
| Davies, Harotp V.croa, Ogmore Vale, Glam, Ironmonger 
Jan 5at3 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 
Dayxiy, Faaycis Heaveat, West Hallam, Derby, Builder 
Jan 3 at 11.30 Off Rec, 5, Victoria bldgs, London rd, 
erby 
| Fattowes, Epowarp Rartcurra, Bramhall, Cheshire, 
Farmer Jan5 at ll Off Rec, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 
Fattowes, Wittiam Maso, Biamhall, Cheshire, Farmer 
JanSati2 Off Kec, 6, Vernon st, Stock 
Harcompe, James, Trealaw, Glam, Collier Fan Sat 11.15 
St Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine’s st, Pontypridd 
Harvey, Percy Coomas, Poole, Dorset, Wheelwright Jan 
3 at4 100, High st (first floor), Poole 
Lea, Coane.ivs Hesey, and Agruva Tuomas Lea, Sheffield, 
Cutlery Case Manufacturers Jan 4 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
Figtree In, Sheffield 
Wiusoy, Evizasern, Sunderland Jan 3at2.30 Off Rec, 
3, Manor pl, Sunderland 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


REOORGATE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED In 1890. 


STreRsasaT, LOnNPDowm, 





| x 


Upwards of 650 Appeais to 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Quarter sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ae supervision of the Corporation. 


F] 





Sameens Insurance Ciauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 
on epplication. 


Pa Corporation has extended its operations, and, 
w 


perfected Mutual system. 


in addition to Licenses Insurance, now covers risks in connection 
Fire, Consequential Loss, Burglary, Workmen’s Compensation, Fidelity Guarantee, Third Party, etc., under a 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 








